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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTABLIsHED 1853. 

Capital ... ist ve soe ° £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ‘ot ... £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. 3 LOADER uae —: 
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COUNTY FIRE OFFICE, 


50, REGENT STREET, W., AND 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 





FOUNDED 1807, 
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HOLDERS. 
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INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


BFAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C, 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS Xx 


XxX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To se that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFRITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. , 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special vaiuation and at low rates. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue AppEAt .ist for the present sittings has, as might have 
been expected, again crept up until it has reached a total of 388 
appeals, as against 373 at the commencement of the Easter 
Sittings, and 295 a year ago. There are 167 appeals from the 
Chancery Division and 147 from the King’s Bench Division, aod 
36 appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. 





Tue CxHancery Cause Lists shew a reduction on the 
aggregate at the commencoment of the Easter Sittings. There 
are now 330 causes and matters as against 351 then. A year 
ago there were only 300. Mr. Justice Wricut has forty-one 
company matters before him—curiously enough, almost precisely 
the same number as at the commencement of the Easter Sittings 
and a year ago. 





THE accreGATe of the causes in the King’s Bench List 
amounts to 636, as against 776 at the commencement of the 
Easter Sittings. The Divisional Court matters number 102, and 
there are fourteen bankruptcy appeals. 





Mr. Witrrip Gorpoy Brown, who, it will be observed, 
obtained the studentship at the recent Bar Examination, and 
last year was first in the Law Tripos at Cambridge and received 
the Chancellor’s gold medal, is, we believe, a son of Mr. Harotp 
Brown, of the firm of Linklater, Addison, Brown, & Jones, and 
a grandson of Mr. Jossra Brown, K.C., who recently celebrated 


his ninety-second birthday. 





Tae Lorp Cuxancetior, in his speech at the Hardwicke 


Society’s dinner, put his finger on one judicial failing of the 
present day. 
perhaps, only a paradox to say that the function of the judge 
was, not to speak, but to listen. Whether that function was 
universally observed was one of those questions which he 


“Speaking as a judge,” he said, “it was, 





, Meek, A. Grant, +" Devizes). 
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declined to discuss. All he would say was, that if judges only 
would appreciate what an invaluable assistance it was to their 
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own minds 9? listen to those who had prepared their arguments | Court, the Court of Appeal has the advantages of authority and 


and wereperfectly familiar with the facts, they would 
recognize that initial listening, at all events, was greatly to 
their advantage.” Let us hope that some of the judges who 
heard these remarks will take them to heart. The suggestion 
that even “‘ initial listening ” is not always conceded, is a rather 
severe reflection on some occupants of the bench. 





THE PRESENCE of the Lord Chancellor and nearly half of the 
judges at a banquet which was to all intents given in honour of 
M. Lazori was rather a mistake. It was inappropriate, since 
the intention was to celebrate the fearlessness of the advocate, 
not only as regards popular clamour, but also as regards 
the bench; but a more serious consideration is that the 

resence of the judges may (notwithstanding the careful 

Ricvnel by the Lord Chancellor, in his really admirable 
speech, of any such intention) be misunderstood in France as 
implying a judicial opinion on the Dreyfus case and the conduct 
of the French tribunal. In other respects, however, the banquet 
was very successful. The Attorney-General’s terse address left 
nothing to be desired, and the distinguished guest, who, in his 
first address, expressed himself with fluency and vigour in 
excellent English, handled a somewhat delicate matter with 
great tact and good taste. His English speech seemed, indeed, 
to some of his hearers to be rather better expressed than the 
tmpromptu French speech which he was subsequently induced to 
make ; but the incident which he narrated in concluding this 
speech was striking and a propos. Ata time, he said, when he 
most needed help in court, he had seen the head of his order, 
the Batonnier, the advocate of his adversaries, rise in the court and 
claim a hearing for his brother advocate. ‘Such men,” he 
continued, “ were the friends to be found at the bar. Was 
not an institution which produced such friends worthy of 
admiration ?” 





Tue 1ssvE of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Appeals) Bill 
on the eve of the Whitsun recess has left the profession and the 
public for an unusual time without any official statement of the 
reasons which have led the Lord Chancellor to promulgate a 
measure which seems specially to call for explanation. We 
drew attention to the Bill last week and since then it has 
been much commented on by the daily press. We notice that the 
Times in a leader neatly sums up the scheme in the words : ‘‘ This 
measure has the merit of making no call on the public purse. 
It has probably no other merit”; and it pertinently inquires 
how the Attorney-General is going to defend this reversal of 
the Judicature Act of 1894, which he was himself instrumental 
in passing. Both that Act and the earlier Act of 1890 were 
distinctly based upon the principle that the proper tribunal of 
a in matters arising in the King’s Bench Division is the 

urt of Appeal, and not a Divisional Court, and we are not 
aware that any objection has since been taken to this principle. 
The argument, indeed, against Divisional Courts is overwhelm- 
ing. Their members are continually changing, and their 
constitution is not such as to give them in general any special 
authority. Moreover the very necessity for obtaining judges 
to sit in them increases the difficulty of arranging for the 
ordinary work of the King’s Bench Division. At present we 
must confess ourselves entirely unable to understand how the 
Lord Chancellor has come to propose the imposing upon 
them of so large an amount of new work. No desire to this 
effect has been expressed by either branch of the profession, 
and as a matter of practical convenience it is clear that the 
judges of the King’s Bench Division should be left as far as 
— to their proper work of trying actions. Divisional 

are generally recognized as an anomaly, and the proposal 
to extend their functions is not, we imagine, likely to meet 
with much sympathy. 





Wira THE oruzr proposal in the Lord Chancellor’s Bill—the 
creation of a third branch of the Court of Appeal—the case is 
very different. Assuming for the moment that the judges to 
constitute it are available, this forms the natural an ective 
means of working off arrears. As compared with a Divisional 








of continuity of sittings. Apart from the mere position of this 
judges, the fact that all appeals of a similar nature come before 
a tribunal whose constitution is practically fixed makes it far 
easier to secure uniformity in the law. The growth of arrears 
has been almost entirely due to the work being in excess of the 
powers of the two branches of the court. Once let the 
defect be dealt with by establishing a third branch, and 
there can be no doubt which is the better tribunal of appeal—a 
branch of the Court of Appeal, always sitting, and composed of 
judges accustomed to act together ; ora Divisional Court, sitting 
only at intervals, and made up of such judges as can most 
easily be taken off their regular duties. In particular the 
Court of Appeal, notwithstanding the ill success of its decisions 
before the House of Lords, is a better tribunal for settling the 
difficulties of the Workmen’s Compensation Act than an 
ordinary Divisional Court would be. The proposal of the Bill 
to make the decision of a Divisional Court final in these cases 
indicates simply a desire to check litigation at all hazards, 
however important may be the questions raised. Practically 
the point raised by the Bill is, where are the members of the third 
branch of the Court of Appealtocome from? Theextra members 
—the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the President 
of the Probate, &c., Division—cannot be relied on to do more than 
occasionally supply the vacancies which absence for ill-health or 
other reasons creates in the present two branches of the court. 
Under the Judicature Act of 1891 ex-chancellors can sit in the 
Court of Appeal, but none are in existence, and Lord Hatssury 
reveals no intention of himself assisting his Bill in this direction. 
There is, however, excellent material available in the Law Lords 
and in retired members of the Supreme Court who sit on the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, and with these, and 
the addition of one regular Lord Justice, we imagine the third 
court could be readily composed. Work in the House of Lords 
and in the Judicial Committee is not so absorbing or continuous 
that it would be unreasonable to hope for the occasional 
attendance of Law Lords whose return to the courts would be 
heartily welcomed, or of Lord Brampton or Sir Forp Norrs. 





Tue Presment of the Probate Division has just given 
an important decision upon a question in the practice 
upon motions for probate. It is familiar law that upon 
an application for probate of a testamentary paper the 
court has no general power to correct omissions or mistakes 
in it by reference to the instructions of the testator. The 
court, however, has power, if words have been inserted in 
a will by fraud or by mistake without the knowledge of the 
testator, to correct the error by omitting the words so inserted. 
The judge in exercising this power will refer to the instructions 
of the testator for the purpose of ascertaining whether the 
particular words were or were not inserted with his knowledge or 
approval. This being the law, it was natural that the court should 
be asked to go one step further, and in granting probate of a 
will, to supply words accidentally omitted from it. Accordingly, 
where a testator, in the draft of his will which was duly 
executed and read over to him before execution, bequeathed a 
legacy to the Bristol Royal Infirmary, and in the will, when 
engrossed, and which was not read over to him, the bequest 
was by mistake made tv the “British” Royal Infirmary, 
application was made to the late Sir Cuartzs Burr to 
substitute in the probate “‘ Bristol” for “British.” The 
learned judge, according to the report in 13 P. D. 7, said 
that he could see no reason why the alteratign should not 
be made, and he accordingly made the order on the production 
of an affidavit that there was no such institution as the 
“ British ” Royal Infirmary. The decision was followed by the 
same judge three years later: Jn the Goods of Huddleston (63 L. T. 
255). The case recently decided (Jn the Goods of Louis Schott, 
1901, P. 190) came before Sir F. Jzunz on the 6th of May. 
It appeared that the testator by his will, after making certain 
specific bequests and appointing executors and trustees, devised 
and bequeathed all his real and nal estate not therein- 
before specifically disposed of to his trustees, upon trust for 
sale and conversion as therein directed, and after payment of 
his debts and funeral and testamentary expenses and the specific 
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legacies bequeathed by the will, or which might be bequeathed 
by any codicil thereto, directed his trustees to stand possessed 
of the net revenue of the said proceeds upon the trusts 
therein declared. From the affidavit of the testator’s 
solicitor as to the instructions which he received, and as to 
what subsequently occurred, it was established that a clerical 
error had crept into the draft will and had been repeated in the 
engrossment ; the word ‘“‘revenue” having by mistake been 
written instead of ‘‘residue”’ in the direction to the trustees to 
stand possessed of the net proceeds of the testator’sresiduary estate 
upon trust for investment. Application was now made to strike 
the word ‘‘revenue” out of the residuary clause, and to sub- 
stitute the word “ residue.”” The learned President referred to a 
note which had been put in manuscript in the margin of Jn the 
Goods of Bushell in the copy in court of the Law Reports. This 
note was “By the President’s direction this is not to be 
followed.” The President at the time was Sir James Hanven, 
who, it appeared from the statement of the Registrar, would not 
allow the order of Sir Cuantes Burr to be carried into practice. 
Sir F. Jeune acted on this opinion of Sir Jamzs Hanwen, and made 
an order to strike out the words ‘‘ revenue of the said” from 
the residuary clause, but refused to substitute the word 
“residue.” The distinction between striking out words and 
allowing fresh words to be inserted is plain enough. 





THe PAPER known as Sporting Luck, and the competitions 
conducted by its owners, have again been before the courts this 
week in the case of Stoddart v. The Argus Printing Co. (reported 
elsewhere). The case of Regina v. Stoddart (1901, 1 Q. B. 177) will 
doubtless be fresh in the memories of many of our readers. After 
the decision in that case, the nominal headquarters of the business 
were removed from London to Holland, and the competitions were 
carried on as before. The coupons were printed in thesame way 
as before and had to be dealt with as before; the only difference 
being that the money had to be sent to Holland. Criminal 
proceedings were then taken against the proprietor of the paper 
in respect of this new phase of his enterprize, and these pro- 
ceedings are still pending. Meanwhile, the printers of the 
paper, the present defendants, became alarmed as to their 
position, and refused to print the advertisements of the com- 
petitions. An amicable action was accordingly commenced 
against them by the proprietor of the paper for breach of 
their contract to print the paper; and the defence put in was 
that the defendants were always ready and willing to carry out 
their contract, but that it was a condition of the contract 
that they should not be required to print anything libellous or 
illegal, and that what they were asked to print was an infringe- 
ment of section 7 of the Betting Act, 1853, and of 
section 3 of the Betting Act, 1874. This point of law 
was argued before a Divisional Court, and decided in favour of 
the plaintiff. The court, however, refused to travel one inch 
outside the question raised by the pleadings, or to give any 
sort of help either to prosecutor or defendant in the pending 
criminal Semper or to dealin any way with the question 
whether “the removal of the headquarters to Holland was 
sufficient to avoid the law as laid down in Reg v. Stoddart. 
Now there are two offences mentioned in section 1 of the Act of 
1853, the first is keeping a house for betting with persons 
resorting thereto—and ‘‘ resorting” has been held to mean 
physical resorting and not to include the sending of letters or 
telegrams (Reg. v. Brown, 43 W. R. 222; 1895, 1 Q. B. 119). 
The second offence is the one of which the defendant was con- 
victed in Reg. v. Stoddart—that is, keeping a house for the 
purpose of money being received as the consideration for a 
— to pay money on a contingency relating to a 
orse-race. Section 7 of the Act of 1853, upon which the 
defence in the recent case chiefly depended, forbids any 
person to publish any advertisement whereby it is made to 
appear that any house is kept ‘ for the purpose of making bets 
or wagers in manner aforesaid.” That must mean for the 
a of betting with persons physically resorting to the 
ouse ; so that the provision is aimed at advertisements relating 
to the first of the two offences. There is nothing in section 7 

ainst advertisements relating to the second of the offences. 


at advertisements offering information or advice in respect 
to bets to be made in a house kept for the ey ag of 
betting (Cox v. Andrews, 32 W. R. 289, 12 Q. B. D. 126), 
This does not seem to have much to do with the printing of the 
rules and coupons of the Sporting Luck competitions. The 
printer, therefore, seems to be safe, but the plaintiff has got no 
help at all toward solving the question he is anxious to get 
answered. That question—namely, whether his removal of 
the receiving-place for the money to Holland enables him to 
defy the law—is a very interesting one, and one which will no 
doubt be dealt with by the High Court before very long. 





Tue pxcision of the Divisional Court in Dulieu v. White & Sons 
(Times, 6th inst.) constitutes another blow at the doctrine laid 
down by the Privy Council in Victorian Railways Commissioners v. 
Coultas (13 App. Cas. 222), that damages cannot be given for 
nervous shock to a plaintiff, the result of fright caused by negli- 
gence for which the defendant is responsible. In that case the 
gatekeeper of a railway company had negligently allowed the 
plaintiff to be driven over a level crossing when a train was 
approaching. An actual collision was avoided, but the plaintiff 
received a nervous shock which resulted in personal injury. 
The Supreme Court of Victoria held that an action 
was maintainable, but the Privy Oouncil declined to 
admit that the ulterior consequences of nervous shock 
eould be regarded as the natural result of the railway 
company’s negligence so as to give a claim to damages. 
“ Damages,” it was said, “arising from mere sudden terror 
unaccompanied by any actual physical injury, but occasioning a 
nervous or mental shock, cannot under such circumstances be 
considered a consequence which, in the ordinary course of 
things, would flow from the negligence of the gatekeeper.” 
Upon principle there does not seem to be anything to justify 
this statement, and it has been on several occasions dissented 
from. It is subjected, it may be noticed, to adverse criticism 
by Mr. Breve in his book on Negligence (2nd ed., p. 76), and in 
Bell v. Great Northern Railway Co, (L. R. Ir. 26 C. L. 428) the 
Exchequer Division in Ireland pointedly refused to follow it. 
The relation between fright and injury to the nerve and brain 
structures of the body is, said Paxizs, O.B., a matter depending 
on scientific and medical testimony, and it cannot Be laid 
down as a matter of law that if negligence causes fright, 
and the fright in its turn so affects such structures as to cause 
injury to health, the injury cannot be treated as the conse- 
quence of the negligence unless it accompanies the negligence 
in point of time. This was followed by Wnricur, J., in 
Wilkinson v. Downton (45 W. R. 525; 1897, 2 Q. B. 57), where 
injury had resulted to the plaintiff from fright caused by a false 
statement made by the defendant as apractical joke. This case 
does not seem to have been noticed in the judgments in the 
present case of Dulieu v. White § Sons, but the same conclusion 
has been arrived at. The plaintiff, a pregnant woman, was 
behind the bar of her husband’s public-house when a pair-horse 
van was negligently driven into the house. in consequence of 
the shock she became seriously ill, and was prematurely 
confined. Such, at least, was the allegation in the statement of 
claim, and the Divisional Court (Kennzpy and Puxriiimore, 
JJ.) held that it shewed a good cause of action. The negligence 
on the part of the driver of the van was a breach of duty 
towards the plaintiff, and of this negligence the illness, on the 
tacts alleged, was the direct result. 





Ir nas been held by Farwett, J., in Re Greenwood (49 
W. R. 461) that, under the ordinary trusts for determining a 
life interest upon alienation, a forfeiture is not effected by the 
obtaining of a garnishee order, notwithstanding that income in 
the hands of the trustee may be thereby diverted from the 
tenant for life to the judgment creditor. This result is at 
variance with a decision by Pzarson, J., in Bates v. Bates, 
shortly reported in the Weekly Notes (1884, p 129), but is in 
accordance with the reasoning of Srrruine, J., in Re Sampson 
(44 W. R. 557; 1896, 1 Oh. ory In Re yong oe a yp or 
ve upon trust to pay the income to her son during 
i “ogee until he should alien it or become bankrupt, 





for the short and futile amending Act of 1874, this is aimed 
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thing, or until any other event should happen, whereby, 
if thy same were payable to him absolutely for his 
life, he would be deprived of the right to receive the same 
or any part thereof, and in these cases it was given over. A 
garnishee order was obtained by a judgment creditor of the 
son garnishing income accrued due and actually in the hands 
of the trustee, and the question was whether a forfeiture had 
been thereby incurred. That there was money actually due 
from the trustee to the son was, as Farwett,, J., pointed out, 
the basis of the garnishee order, for only so could the trustee 
be a debtor to the son. Before income came to his hands he 
was no more than a trustee. When it was in his hands, 
and he was under an obligation to pay it over at once, 
then he was a debtor, and the process of garnishing 
applied. But this very circumstance, which is necessary to 
make the garnishee order effectual, is also the circumstance 
which shews that the time for forfeiture has passed. ‘‘The 
epoch,” said Srietina, J., in Re Sampson (supra), “ at which 
the destination of any instalment of income is to be determined 
is the moment when that instalment either accrues due or is in 
the hands of the trustees ready for application in accordance 
with the trusts of the will.” Thus, immediately the income is in 
the hands of the’ trustees, the right of the tenant for life to 
receive it is absolute so far as the will is concerned, and the 
testator cannot by further limitations deprive him of the right. 
In other words, before income is due, no garnishee order can be 
effectual, for there is no debt; after 1t has once become due the 
title of the tenant for life to receive it is absolute, and he incurs 
no forfeiture by the fact that a subsequent garnishee order 
diverts the money into other pockets. The reasoning is ingenious, 
and perhaps it serves chiefly to illustrate the principle—upon 
which Farwett, J., avowedly acted—that the courts do not 
favour forfeiture. 





Ir 1s, we think, most desirable, in the interest of suitors, that 
the right of appeal from a county court, conferred by section 120 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, should not be extended, but 
that, on the contrary, it should be kept rigidly within the 
prescribed limits, which do not allow of an appeal on a question 
of fact, but strictly confine it to cases where there has been a 
determination or direction ‘‘in point of law or equity, or upon 
the admission or rejection of any evidence.’”’ We, therefore, 
welcome the decision of the Court of Appeal in the recent case 
of Dovaston v. De la Bertauche and Another (reported elsewhere), 
where it was again clearly laid down that, in cases within the 
ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts, there is no appeal 
on & question of fact, and that, therefore, none will lie from 
the refusal of a county court judge to grant a new trial 
in @ case where he is satisfied that the verdict given by 
the jury was one which, viewing the whole of the evidence 
reasonably, they could properly find. It had previously been 
held in How v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (40 W. R. 
44; 1892, | Q.B. 391) that no appeal lies from the decision of a 
county court judge granting a new trial, on the ground 
that the verdict was against the weight of the evidence, if the 
judge applied the right rule of law in considering whether a 
new trial should be granted, but it was considered doubtful by 
the Divisional Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Lawrance J.), 
in the case under consideration, whether this decision was equally 
applicable to an order refusing a new trial. This doubt has now 
been set at rest by the Court of Appeal, who apparently were 
convinced that the reasoning contained in Lord Esuzn’s judg- 
ment in How v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (supra) is 
just as applicable to an order refusing a new trial as it is to 
one granting a new trial. 





delivery of possession as the essential element in alienation, left 
nothing to be desired in this respect. But, in an able summary 
of the successive changes introduced in consequence of the desire 
of landowners to effect family settlements, Mr. Wittiams 
ascribes the growth of complexity to the rise of conditional fees, 
of conveyances to feoffees to uses, and of limitations with 
remainders in favour of unborn persons, with the resulting 
niceties based on the rule against perpetuities. The in- 
vention in the time of the Commonwealth of the device of 
introducing trustees to preserve contingent remainders, and the 
establishment of the law of executory devises gave solidity 
to the system of family settlements, and brought the law into 
the condition it was in when, at the close of the eighteenth 
century, it furnished scope for the ingenuity of the great 
conveyancers of that day, before the slowly-built fabric had been 
touched by the hands of the modern reformer. 





For THE earlier effort at reform Mr. Wituiams has nothing 
but praise: ‘‘ The real property legislation of 1833,” he says, 
“not only introduced beneficial reforms in practice, but 
also rendered obsolete a great deal of the previous law.” 
It is seldom, for instance, that the practitioner has now to 
resort to the learning of fines and recoveries, or of real 
actions. Mr, Wriu1aMs’ quarrel is with subsequent legislation, 
which “has, almost without exception, proceeded on the lines of 
removing particular instances of hardship without regard to 
legal principle.” The consequence is, he further points out, 
that the rules now in force are nothing but a series of anomalies, 
and the task of the student consists in first mastering the legal 
principles, and then tracking through the intricacies of 
various enactments the infringements which have been made 
on the principles. He must do this, for instance, in respect 
of the doctrine of contingent remainders, and must follow 
carefully the statutes which have been aimed at removing 
articular inconveniences. ‘‘ Kach successive reform,’ says Mr. 
TLLIAMs, ‘‘ has added something tothe burden of knowledge 
which the student must painfully acquire, but has taken nothing 
away”; and, by way of an extreme instance, he refers to the 
mode in which the Land Transfer Act, 1897, has diverted a 
dead man’s realty to his executors without any change in the 
beneficial rights of the heir. ‘The student is left to digest the 
apparent paradox that, to confer on a man such an estate in 
land as shall devolve to his executors, the essential thing is to 
give the lands to him and his /eirs.” The only remedy he sees 
is in the drafting of fresh legislation by a conveyancer skilful 
enough to rival Mr. Broprz’s Fines and Recoveries Act, and the 
passing of his work by the Legislature without amendment. 
This, of course, means the codifying of real property law. With 
all sympathy with Mr. WiLtias’ aspirations, we anticipate that 
before they are attained many generations of students will have 
their difficulties smoothed by his father’s book. 


PRESCRIPTIVE CLAIMS TO RIGHTS OF WAY. 


Two interesting decisions upon the application of the Prescrip- 
tion Act, 1832, to claims to rights of way have been given 
recently—one by the Court of Appeal in Gardner v. Hodgson's 
Kingston Brewery Co. (49 W. i. 421), when the decision of 
Cozens-Harpy, J. (48 W. R. 469) was reversed; and one by 
Joycz, J., in Damper v. Bassett (ante, p. 537). Apart from the 
Act, easements, as is well kuown, arise by grant. ‘ Every 
easement,” said Lord Carmns, L.J., in Rangeley v. Midland 
Railway Co, (3 Ch., p. 310), “ has its origin in a grant, express 
or implied. The person who can make that grant must be the 
owner of the land.” Hence a prescriptive claim to an easement 
was necessarily’based upon the presumption of alost grant, though 
the presumption might be made in two ways. A claim based 





Artrextion should be called to some weighty observations on 
the complexity of the present law of real property which have been 
appended by Mr. T. Cyprian Wixttams to the recently-issued 
edition—the 19th—of Williams on Real Property. This com- 
plexity, he points out, is by no means due to any subtleties in the 
original common law. The influence of the earliest lawyers was 
in favour of simplicity. The conception of an estate in fee, over 
which the owner had complete control, and the requirement of 





strictly upon prescription assumed an enjoyment carried back to 
, the commencement of the reign of Richard I. and a grant prior to 
| that date; and while twenty years’ enjoyment was sufficient primd 
| facie evidence of enjoyment for the whole period, yet any fact 
|which militated against the origin or continuance of the 
easement would defeat the claim. Unity of possession, for 
instance, of the dominant and servient tenements at any per! 
subsequent to the beginning of legal memory would show that 
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the easement, if it had existed, had been extinguished, and 
there was no possibility of its being revived by prescription. 

The rigour of this theory was modified by the invention of the 
judicial fiction of a modern lost grant. The presumption of 

nt was now made simply from the twenty years’ enjoyment, 
and although it was liable to be rebutted by proof of circum- 
stances which shewed that the grant could not in point of law 
have been made, yet the necessity for immemorial enjoyment 
was got rid of. The doctrine required, however, that the grant 
should be found as a fact by the jury, and since it became in- 
creasingly difficult to get juries to lend the sanction of their oaths 
to what was notoriously a mere fiction, statutory recognition was 
given to it by the Prescription Act. By section 2, no claim to any 
way or other easement, which “‘ shall have been actually enjoyed 
by any person claiming right thereto without interruption for the 
full period of twenty years,” is liable to be defeated by evidence 
that it was first enjoyed at any time prior to the period of 
twenty years, but it is subject to be defeated in any other way 
in which it might have been defeated prior to the Act. Enjoy- 
ment, however, for the full period of forty years makes the 
right ‘‘ absolute and indefeasible, unless it shall appear that the 
same was enjoyed by some consent or agreement expressly 
iven or made for that purpose by some deed or writing.” 

ese provisions of course do not apply to claims to light, which 
by section 2 are put upon a special basis, a right to light being 
acquired absolutely, without any reference to an implied grant, 
by twenty years’ uninterrupted user not dependent upon an 

eement in writing: see Zapling v. Jones (11 H. L. O, 290). 

With reference to rights of way as to which a user of 
more than twenty, but less than forty, years can be proved, the 
Prescription Act does not interfere with the theory that the 
right of way depends upon implied grant further than to 
exclude any objection arising solely out of the fact that the 
enjoyment can be shewn to have first commenced at some period 
antecedent to the commencement of the period of twenty years 
before action. In other words, an enjoyment for twenty years 
is sufficient to give a title to the right of way provided there 
are no circumstances at the beginning of the twenty years which 
shew that a grant could not then have been effectually made— 
such, for instance, as an incapacity in the owner of the servient 
tenement to make, or in the owner of the dominant tenement to 
receive the grant. But when the period of forty years has 
elapsed, these considerations relating to the possibility of the 
grant do not arise, and the title to the right of way is 
indefeasible. Effectual, however, as the lapse of time is, 
it is essential to notice that the enjoyment of the easement 
must satisfy the condition that it shall be by a person 
“claiming right thereto”’—an expression which becomes “as of 
right” in section 5—and that it shall have lasted without 
interruption throughout the statutory period. It is to be 
noticed that, by section 4, no act or other matter is to be 
deemed to be an interruption within the meaning of the Act, 
unless it has been submitted to or acquiesced in for one year. 

In the case of Gardner v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewery Co. 
(supra) the question was whether this requirement of forty 
years’ untaterrupted user as of right had been satisfied under 
the following circumstances : The plaintiff was the owner of a 
shop in High-street, Sutton, wherein a saddler’s business had 
been carried on for eighty-nine years, with a yard and out- 
buildings at the rear used as livery stables. Adjacent 
to the premises was the Red Lion Inn, and the only 
mode of access to the stable-yard was by passing from High- 
street through the yard of the inn. The stable-yard had a gate- 
way opening on to the inn yard, and it appeared that a right of 
way through the yard had been enjoyed during the whole period 
of eighty-nine years. The defendants were the owners of the inn. 
It was proved that since 1855 asum of 15s. a year had been 
paid by the plaintiff and her predecessors for the use of the 
right of way. In 1898 the defendants gave a month’s notice to 
determine the user of the way, and in 1899 a further notice was 
served upon the footing of the plaintiff being a yearly tenant. The 
question raised in the action was whether these notices were 
properly served, or whether the plaintiff had acquired a prescrip- 
tive title to the right of way subject to the annual payment of 
lis. Apart from the annual payment, the case would of course 
haye.been clear. The full statutory period of forty years had 





elapsed and the uninterrupted enjoyment of the right of way 
would have conferred on the plaintiff an indefeasible title. 
The payment of the 15s., however, deprived the case of this 
simple character, and, in the absence.of all evidence, there was 
a wide field for speculation as to the circumstance under which 
the payment arose. The mere fact of a payment being made in 
respect of a right of way does not, it seems, prevent the enjoy- 
ment from being ‘‘as of right ” so as to give rise to a claim by 
prescription. The principal passage defining the meaning of 
this expression is to be found in the judgment of Lord ; 
OJ., in Tickle v. Brown (4 A. & E. 369). “ Enjoyment as of 
right,” it was said, must mean “an enjoyment had openly, 
notoriously, without particular leave at the time, by a person 
claiming to use it without danger of being treated as a 
trespasser, as a matter of right, whether strictly legal by 
prescription and adverse user, or by deed conferring the right, 
or, though not strictly legal, yet lawful to the extent of excusing 
a trespass.” Enjoyment under a licence is, therefore, enjoyment 
as of right, though if the licence is given within the twenty 
years, the enjoyment is not as of right for the whole period, and 
the prescriptive claim does not ripen. If, however, the licence is 
more than forty years old, it only prevents prescription if it is 
in writing. If it is by parol, it cannot be used to exclude the 
statute. 

In the present case Cozens-Harpy, J., assumed from the 
circumstances that there had been a parol licence for the use of the 
rightof way, subject to an annual payment of 15s., given morethan 
forty years before the action. The successive payments were 
thus made in pursuance of this original licence, and it was 
not to be supposed that an — was made each year 
for a fresh licence. There had been accordingly an enjoyment 
as of right for the full period and a title by prescription had 
been acquired. The annual payments were a recognition of 
the licence on each side, and were in no sense an interruption of 
the enjoyment. In the Court of Appeal Ricsy, L.J., 
with this view, but the majority of the Court (Vavepan 
Witurams and Romer, L.JJ.) arrived at a different conclusion. 
The hypothesis of a parol agreement, made before the beginning 
of the forty years, and remaining in force for the whole period, was 
possible, but it was not probable, and it was not to be assumed 
as fact in the entire absence of proof. The natural inference 
from the payment in any one year was, VavcHan WILLIAMS, 
L.J., observed, that the enjoyment in that year was not of right, 
and he could not see why the inference should be different be- 
cause the payment was made for a number of years in succession. 
Similarly, Romer, L.J., came to the conclusion that each payment 
was to be assumed to be in respect of the permission to use the 
way for the preceding year. This view of the matter alters 
the result entirely. Upon the assumption of an original 
parol agreement, continuous in its operation, the enjoy- 
ment was ‘‘as of right” through the whole forty years. It 
is quite different when the enjoyment each year depends upon 
a renewed application, and a renewed permission. It is now 
recognized from year to year that the enjoyment is not of right, 
and the condition upon which the statute comes into operation 
does not arise. A man who has obtained a continuing licence 
to use a right of way may go on using it “‘ as of right” so as, 
if the licence is only by parol, to gain, in course of time, the 
the benefit of the statute ; but it is otherwise with one who has 
to come from year to year to obtain a fresh licence. The plain- 
tiff’s case, therefore, failed with the failure of the hypothesis of 
the parol licence, and the defendants were justified in their notice 
determining the user of the right of way. 

The second of the two cases referred to above—Damper v. 
Bassett—raised a point of less difficulty. It has already been 
noticed that, before the Prescription Act, a claim to an easement 
resting upon the presumption of immemorial user might be 
defeated by proof of unity of possession of the domivant and 
servient tenements. This necessarily extinguished the easement 
as an easement, and it could not be subsequently revived by 
prescription, Exactly the same effect follows under the Pre- 
scription Act where there has been a unity of possession during 
the statutory periods of twenty or forty years, whichever 
happens to be relied on. The statute runs in favour of a 
person who has been im actual enjoyment of an easement as of 
right, but it has been held that the enjoyment must be of 
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the eagement as such, and this condition cannot be satisfied 
when the occupier of the dominant tenement is himself also 
the occupier of the servient. ‘“ We are all clearly of opinion,” 
said Parxe, B., in Onley v. Gardiner (4 M. & W. 496), ‘that in 
order to entitle the defendant to the benefit of the statutory 
plea, it must be an enjoyment of the easement as such, and as 
of right, for a continuous period of twenty years next before 
the suit, without such interruption as is defined in the Act.” 
Consequently, not only does a period of unity of possession 
interrupt the statutory period, but it precludes the statute 
altogether. Since the enjoyment must be continuous for the 
twenty years, this period cannot be made up by adding 
together the years in which the possession has been separate. 

Similarly, in Battishill v. Reed (18 OC. B. 696), where 
the plaintiff alleged enjoyment of a way as of right and with- 
out interruption from 1800 to 1855, when the action was 
brought, it was held that his claim was defeated by unity of 
possession from 1843 to 1853. ‘‘ The statute,” said Jervis, C.J., 
** contemplates a continuous enjoyment of the easement claimed, as 
of right, for twenty (or forty) years next before the commence- 
ment of the suit, without interruption acquiesced in for a year. 
In the present case there was an interruption of ten years when 
there was no user at all. In computing the period that interval 
cannot be cut out.” The case of Damper v. Bassett was 
an easy application of the same principle. The plaintiff, 
as owner of a farm, claimed a right of way over an 
adjacent farm by user for upwards of forty years prior to 
1900. It appeared, however, that from 1877 to 1898 the two 
farms were in the occupation of the same tenant. Joyoz, J., 
held that he was bound by the above cases, and he had there- 
fore no option but to dismiss the claim. The Prescription Act 
followed a course not at all uncommon in legislation. It 
removed an immediate and pressing inconvenience, but it made 
no attempt to introduce method into the law, and, as subsequent 
litigation has shewn, it left the whole subject of prescription full 
of difficulties. 








WHAT IS A DISTINCTIVE LABEL? 

An agitation is beginning in commercial circles against the view 
taken by the Patent Office of what constitutes a distinctive label 
within the meaning of section 64, sub-section 1 (c), of the Patents, 
&c., Act, 1883. Section 64, it will be remembered, provides that 
for the purposes of the Act a trade-mark must consist of or 
contain at least one of what are set forth as “ essential 
particulars,” among which are “a distinctive device, mark, 
brand, heading, label, or ticket.” It follows, therefore, that a 
distinctive label is an essential particular in itself, and as such 
entitled to registration. But what constitutes a distinctive label ? 
This is the cruz. 1t would primd facie have appeared that the 
proper and simple test to apply would have been that of the Lord 
Chancellor in the case of Perry Davis v. Harbord (L. R. 15 A. O. 
320), “ Distinctive means distinguishing a person’s goods from 
somebody else’s,” and that if a label has in fact distinguished 
the owner’s goods in the market from the goods of others, or is 
capable of so distinguishing them, it would be held to be a 
distinctive label irrespective of the elements of which it is 
composed. 

But this is not the view which has been taken by the Patent 
Office. The Patent Office will not treat a label as a dis- 
tinctive label, and therefore capable of registration as a 
trade-mark, unless it contains within ite four corners one 
or more of the essential particulars enumerated in section 
64—4.c., that for a iabel to be distinctive, and therefore an 
essential particular in iteelf, it must contain some other 
essential icular or particulars. We cannot complain of 
the Patent Office taking this line, because it is warranted 
by several decided cases; for instance, in the case, before 
Byznz, J., last year, of Wright, Crossley, & Co.'s Trade-Mark 
(17 R. P. CO. 386), that learned judge said that he had to 
cousider whether the applicants’ label contained an essential 

ijcular or essential particulars of a trade-mark as defined 
Ca Act, and he held that it did “inasmuch as it contains 
the device of a lion surrounded by a border with ornamental 
work outside and with a band underneath; it has also on 
another part the device of a scroll unfurled from a roller on 


which the directions for use aeem. These devices as and when 
used as part of the trade-mark with the rest of the label appear 
to me to make the whole label distinctive.’”’ He then added, “It 
complies with the condition pointed out by Lord Oarens as 
necessary,” referring to a portion of Lord Cargns’ judgment 
in Orr Ewing v. Registrar of Trade-Marks (L. R. 4 A. CO. 484), 
which he had previously quoted as follows: ‘‘I cannot think 
that Vice-Chancellor Hatz sufficiently appreciated the object and 
the provisions of the Act of Parliament when he said that he 
considered that, in each case, a device or label, registration of 
which is applied for, must be looked at as a whole, and that if it 
appears to be such as in the ordinary course of business would 
be distinguished from other devices or labels it should be 
registered. To some extert, no doubt, this is true, but I apprehend 
the first duty cast upon the court is to ascertain whether 
some one, or more than one, of the essential particulars of a 
trade-mark as defined by the Act is found to exist, so that the 
mark may be described with the one, or more than one, essential 
particular or particulars which distinguish it.” 

These remarks of Lord Cargns, if taken by themselves, would 
undoubtedly seem to be an authority for the proposition that a 
label, to be distinctive, must contain an essential particular 
within its four corners, but it is important, we think, to consider 
what was the exact point before the House of Lords in the case, 
and what was the order that the House of Lords in fact made. 
In that case, which was decided by the House of Lords 
in 1879, and therefore came under the old Act, and in 
the infancy of trade-mark registration law, certain labels 
used by Orr Ewine & Oo. had been placed by the 
Manchester Committee of Experts in the second class, and 
Orr Ewine & Co. applied to the court for an order that the 
Registrar should proceed with their application to register these 
labels, notwithstanding the decision of the committee of experts. 
Vice-Chancellor Hatt granted the application; the Court of 
Appeal reversed him on the ground that the decision of the 
committee of experts ought not to be interfered with unless 
they proceeded on some wrong principle or in some improper 
manner. The House of Lords reversed the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, and remitted the case to the Registrar, and the 
Order of the House of Lords was in these words: “ Judgment 
of the Court of Appeal reversed, and case remitted to the court 
below, with a declaration that, notwithstanding that the tickets of 
the appellants numbered 1775, 1776, 1777, and 1778 have been 
placed by the committee, under the Trade-Marks Rule No. 59, in 
the second class of cotton marks, the Registrar of Trade-Marks 
ought to proceed with the application of the appellants to 
register as trade-marks the distinctive devices of animals on the 
said labels, with the name and address of the appellants’ firm.” 
Therefore, what the House of Lords did was, not to direct the 
Registrar to proceed with the application to register the labels, 
but to register certain distinctive devices and certain words 
picked out from the labels. These labels were old marks—i,c., 
used before the 13th of August, 1875—and it certainly has not 
been the practice of the Patent Office in registering old marks to 
pick out certain portions and register those. In fact; it has been 
held over and over again that an old mark must be registered 
exactly as used. We do not therefore think that Orr Hwing’s case, 
in spite of what Lord Carans said, as previously mentioned, can be 
treated as a decision that a distinctive label must contain withia 
ite four corners some one or more of the essential particulars 
prescribed by the Act. 

We cannot, however, after the current of decision on the 
point, encourage traders in trying to get their labels registered 
simply as distinctive labels (unless they coatain within their 
four corners some essential particular) notwithstanding that 
they may, as a matter of fact, have distinguished their goods 
in the market for many years. What they must do is to 
try to obtain an amendment of the Act of Parliament in this 
respect. In the Bill for consolidating and amending the law 
relating to trade-marks which is now before the House of 
Commons there is a provision as follows: ‘‘ That a trade-mark 
may consist of (inter ae any device, mark, brand, heading, 
label or words, letters or figures to which the applicant has been 
and is exclusively entitled, and which shall be and is capable of 
Sane goods or merchandize of the applicant.” It 
may be that this provision goes too far, but certainly so far as it 
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applies to distinctive labels it is one which seems to point to 
a Tesirable alteration of the law. 

Before parting with the subject, we may state why the 
matter is one of such great importance to traders. Nothing 
is, unfortunately, so frequent in some foreign countries as 
the piracy of the labels of British traders, such piracies often 
extending to actual copies. In many of these foreign countries 
a British trader cannot protect his label effectually unless 
it is registered as a trade-mark ; it cannot be registered as a 
trade-mark there until it has been registered here. If a British 
trader has a label that for years has distinguished his goods in 
the market, but does not contain within its four corners an 
essential particular or particulars within the meaning of the 
Act, then if such label is pirated in one of the foreign 
countries to which we have referred, he has to put up with the 
fraud, and see his trade ruined, because he cannot get his label 
registered there, as he is unable to get it registered here. 








REVIEWS. 
COMPANY LAW. 


A WManvat or Company Law. By WrittiAM FREDERICK 
Hamitton, LL.D. (Lond.), K.C. Sxzconp Epririon. By the 
Author, assisted by PERcy TINDAL-ROBERTSON, B.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In this edition the author has considerably enlarged the scope of 
the original work. The first edition, as he points out in the present 
jpreface, was written principally for the use of directors of companies, 
and it treated of company law so far only as it affected their rights, 
powers, duties, and liabilities. The object of this edition is 
tto state within a reesonable compass the whole of the 
Jaw relating. to companies, and at the same time to embody 

the recent decisions and the recent legislation on 
the subject. In adopting this course Mr. Hamilton has increased 
the utility of his work, end he bss also given it a form which is 
ot special value. He does not confine himself to a mere discussion 
ot successive sections of the Companies Acts, but he arranges the 
entire subject in a convenient order, from the incorporation of the 
company to its winding up and dissolution, and in each chapter, in 
addition, to lucid discussion of the relevant cases, the conclusions at 
which he arrives are stated in bold print in the shape of concise 
tules. An excellent example of this method of treatment is to be 
found in the chapter on Accounts, Auditors, and Dividends. The 
difficulty of accurately distinguishing in all cases between capital 
aud prefits, so as to test whether a payment of dividends is 
justifiable, is well known. Two methods are possible. Accordi 
to one the assets are revalued from time to time an 
the nominal balance of assets over liabilities is treated as 
profit. This method, Mr. Hamilt«n pomts out, is clearly unsound. 
The proper plan, he urges, is to keep the revenue account distiact 
from the balance-sheet, and to pay a dividend ovly out of the profit 
appearing on the former account. In the main this is the plan 
whick the courts favour, but it has not been followed with entire 
uniformity. The cases on the subject are fully and ably stated by 
‘Mr. Hamilton, and the set of roles witn which he concludes the chapter 
should be found of great service to directors and auditors. A special 
chapter is devoted to the Companies Act, 1900, and the text of the 
Act is sgt out and its provisions discussed. The table of cases contains 
references to the various terious of reports, and a very full index has 
been prepared. Altogether the work forms a sound and eminently 
useful manual of company law. 





A SUMMARY OF THE LAW oF CoMPANIES. By T, Eustace Surru, 
Barrister-at-Law. SEVENTH EpITIon. Stevens & Haynes. 


This volume was originally intended to enable students to obtain 
witbin a small compass a knowledge of the general principles of 
compsny law. The issue of successive editions shews that it has 
supplied a want, and amidst the intricacies of the larger works 
on the subject it will also be found useful to practitioners. The 
feature of the present edition is, of course, the in ration of 
the Companies Ket. 1900, and its provisions will be found tv be clearly 
ret out. It is a slight slip at p. 20 to eay generally that a company 
‘can now pay a commission forunderwriting. The statutory permission 
is, of course, limited to cases where shares are being offered to the 
public. But asa whole the book combines accuracy of exposition 
with sufficient fullness of detail to answer its scope. References are 
wiven to the leading authorities, and the reader will be able to use 
the book as a guide to other sources of information. The text of the 


Winding-up Act of 1890, and also of the Act of 1900, are given in full 








in an Appendix. The book furnishes a concise and handy epitome of 
company law. 





RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIRECTORS AND WORKING oF COMPANIES 
UNDER THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862-1900. WirH THE CoMPANIES 
Act, 1900, In ExTENnso, PREscRIBED Forms, EXPLANATORY NOTES, 
AND EXHAUSTIVE INDEX THERETO. By ANTHONY PULBROOK, 
Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 


Mr. Pulbrook has clear ideas on the position of directors and on the 
idiosyncrasies of shareholders, and in this little volume he gives them 
forcible expression. Boards of directors, in his view, are m general 
incompetent, and shareholders, ‘‘as a class, may be taken as typical 
of the entire selfishness, avarice, and greed of human nature.” For 
the facts upon which these opinions are based we must refer the 
reader to the book itself, but certainly Mr. Pulbrook's criticisms upon 
the ordinary system of managing companies are fully justified. One 
capable man at a good salary, he says, is worth all the boards of 
directors in existence. A board of directors commonly means 
divided responsibility, with the result that what is everybody's 
business is nobody’s business, and the company’s affairs suffer for 
want of the competent control which only a single will can supply. 
Mr. Pulbrook appears to have seep much of the dark side of 
company management, and promoters and directors who are 
anxious to know the pitfalls in the way to success will do well to 
peruse his very interesting book. 





THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862-1900. Wir Cross-REFERENCES AND 
A FULL ANALYTICAL INDEX, COMPRISING THE FuLL TEXT OF ALL 
THE STATUTES, WITH ALL AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS DOWN TO 
1900, AND THE FoRMS AND FEES PRESCRIBED BY THE BOARD OF 
TRADE UNDER THE AcT OF 1900. By WiLLIam GoppEN, LL.B., 
B.A., Solicitor, and Sramrorp Hutrron, Barrister - at - Law. 
Effingham Wilson. 


The object of this book is to give in a small compass 
the entire statute law relating to limited companies, without 
comment or reference to judicial decisions. The subject has been so 
overlaid by judge-made law that the practitioner is apt to forget how 
much assistance he can frequently get by recourse to the statutes 
themselves. For this purpose Messrs. Godden and Huatton’s work, 
with its numerous cross-references to shew how different enactments 
are related to each other, and its distinctive printing of repealed 
sections, will be found very useful. Considerable care has been given 
to making the volume clear and complete within the limits assigned 
to it. 





RULING CASES. 


Rutine Cass. Arranged, Annotated, avd Edited by RobErr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted ty other Members of 
the Bar With AMERICAN Notes by Lxronarp A. Jongs, A.B., 
LL.B, (Harv.), Judge of the Court of Land Registration of Massa- 
chusetts. Vor. XXIII: RELIEF (OF THE ABLE-BODIED)—SEA. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The issue of this volume of Ruling Cases will remind the profession 
that the important work which Messrs. Stevens & Sous (Limited) 
have undertaken is now nearing its completion, snd that there will 
shortly be available such an array of leadiog cases ax has never before 
been brought — The first heading in the t volume 
shews that the editor is careful to incorporate the latest authorities 
whenever these rise to the necessary degree of importance. Thus 
under “ Relief (of the Able-bodied),” the recent decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Attorney-General v. Guardians of Merthyr Tydfil Union 
(1900, 1 Ch. 516) is introduced to illustrate the rule that an able- 
bodied man who can obtain employment, but refuses to accept it, is 
not entitled to relief out of the rates, though relief may be given to 
his family. The heading, however, under which this is put seems to 
be somewhat anomalous. There is no cross reference to any title of 
poor relief in general, and in Vol. X XI. only three cases ocour under 
the heading ‘‘ Poor.” We should vot have thought that “ Relief of 
the Able-Bodied ” was entitled to this exclusive treatment. But 
criticisms of this nature are of trifling moment compared with the 
task Mr. Campbell has had to face in dealing with the whole body 
of English case-law, and which he has discharged so satisfactorily. 

Other recent leading cases which are given are Attorney-General v. 
Beech (1899, A. C. 53) under ‘“‘ Revenue—Estate Daty,” and Reid v. 
Reid “y W. R. 332) under “‘ Reversionary Property,” though the latter 
would more natually have fallen under a heading referring to 
married women. The leading titles in the volume are ‘Sale of 
Goods,” which has thirty-three cases, arranged in six. sections, 
assigned to it; and ‘‘ Sea,” which has twenty-one cases, arranged in 
four sections. It may be a question how far the anthorities on Sale 
of Goods are now eesential, haviug regard to the Sale of Goods Act, 


1893, but in doubts arising under the Act it is necessary fo refer 
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to them, and doubtless Mr. Campbell has done wisely in 
inclu a large selection. The case of Abbott v. Wolsey (43 W. R. 
513), for instence, shewed that section 4 (3) of the Act had not 
prevented the necessity of referring to the earlier cases on what 
constitutes an ‘‘ acceptance ”’ of 8 so as to exclude the Statute of 
Frauds, and these are set out fully in the notes to Bushel v. Wheeler 
(15 Q. B, 442n) and Meredith v. Meigh (2 E. & B, 364) which are 
iven as the ruling cases on the subject. Section II. under “‘ Sea,” 
ling with ‘‘Seashore,” gives several foreshore cases of great 
interest and importance, including Duke of Beaufort v. Swansea (3 Ex. 
413), on the evidence necessary to rebut the primd facie title of the 
Crown, and the recent House of Lords decision in Attorney-General 
v. Emerson (1891, A. C. 649), on the effect for this purpose of proof of 
the ownership of a several fishery over the foreshore. Tre 
profession will await with interest the conclusion of the series. 





WILLS. 


A Concise TREATISE ON THE LAw or Witts. By H. 8. THEOBALD, 
K.C. Firrn Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Those who, like ourselves, have used ‘‘ Theobald” for many years 
will need no description of the characteristics of the work. It is 
excellent as a guide to the cases, which are frequently very well 
classified and carefully arranged. Almost inevitably, however, with 
the accumulation of fresh decisions, the arrangement and analysis have 
ceased to be quite so careful or complete, Strings of cases with the 
names simply cited tend to increase. Weare aware that this tendency 
may be due, in part, to a desire to keep the book within reasonable 
bulk; but as we value the work exceedingly, we may be permitted to 
suggest that the time has come for a more complete revision and 
analysis of the cases. 

To take one instance only of what we mean: a difficult question in 
the interpretation of a will 1* to ascertain what will be considered a 
sufficient indication of « different meaning to. negative the rule 
established by O’Mahoncy v. Burdett (L. R. 7 H. L. 388) and Ingram 
v. Soutter (Ib., 408). At p. 579 the cases of Olivant v. Wright (1 
Ch. D. 346), and Re Thomson and Curzon (cited from 52 L. T. 498, 
but stated in 29 Ch. D.. at p. 178) are cited together in support of the 
the proposition that if ‘‘ payment or division is directed at the 
death of the tenant for life, and all the subsequent dispositions are 
made with reference to the same payment or division, the death 
without issue will be confined to such death before the time of 
distribution.”” Now, Olivant v. Wright was, as stated, decided on 
the express direction for division at the death of the tenant for life, 
but Re Thomson and Curzon was apparently decided on the primary 
gift, after the death of the tenant for life, being to the children 
**for their own use and benefit,” in pursuence of the principle 
explained by Lord Selborne in his judgment in O’ Mahoney v. Burdett 
(L. R. 4 H. L, at p, 406). 

We must not be supposed, however, to intend to suggest in any 
way that the present edition has been earelessly edited: there are 
signs throughout the book of careful revision ; statements of the effect 
of cases have been frequently remodelled; passages bave been 
omitted; incorrect references to the pages of reports have been 
corrected (but, by the way, at p. 159 Re Snaith still appears as 42 
W. R. 468, instead of 568); the recent decisions have been collected 
with great care, and portions of the work bave been practically re- 
written. All we desire is to see this revision carried rather further 
and the classi6cation of cases more fully developed. 


THE MAGISTERIAL FORMULIST. 


OKE’s MAGISTERIAL FoRMULIST: BEING A COLLECTION OF FoRMS 
AND PRECEDENTS FOR PRACTICAL USE IN ALL CASES OUT OF 
QUARTER SESSIONS AND IN PAROCHIAL MATTERS, BY Maais- 
TRATES, THEIR CLERKS, SOLICITORS, AND CONSTABLES. EIGHTH 
Epition. By Cxcrn GzorcE Dovaras, Esq., Chief Clerk, Mansion 
House Justice Room, London. Butterworth & Co. 


In the seventh edition of this standard work, under the editorship 
of Mr. H. L. Stephens, there was a considerable diminution in bulk ; 
and in the present edition the editor has effected a further saving 
of space by omitting most of the forms relatiog to offences 

y prosecuted by s government department, the informa- 
tims in such cases being, as is explained in the preface, almost 
invariably prodaced before courts of summary jurisdiction on 
behalf of the department and forming a model for the drawing 
up of the summonses, warrants, &c. The book, as is well 
known, contains two parts, one relating to summary convic- 
tions and orders, and the other relating to indictable offences, 
and in each of these parts, after general forms, there are given 
statements of offences, arranged in alphabetical order, together in the 
first part with forms of conviction, commitmants, &c.; and there are 

sections relative to forms in matters to be done in special 
sessions and matters to be done in petty sessions not included in 


Part I. The statute and section under which the charge is made are 
stated in the margin, and the headings in large type at the top of 
each page afford a ready means of os © way to any particular 
offence. The edges of the leaves of the book are also, in accordence 
with a convenient modern practice, differently coloured, and are 
marked outside with the particular subject dealt with in the sections 
of the book. The index has been enlarged ; but in the case both of 
this and other indices we should be glad to see the page always 
inserted after such entries as ‘‘ Infant, see Child”; ‘‘ Innkeeper, see 
Intoxicating Liquors.” It would save a great deal of trouble to the 
reader if this rule were always observed. In using the book, the 
formal alterations in style occasioned by the death of Queen Victoria 
will have to be carefully attended to, since the work was in the press 
when tbat event occurred. The present edition appears, so far as we 
have been able to examine it, ta be carefully edited. 





REAL PROPERTY. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF REAL PROPERTY: INTENDED AS A 
First Book FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS IN CONVEYANCING. By 
the late JosHuaA Wittiams, Q.C. THE NINETEENTH EDITION, 
RE-ARRANGED AND PARTLY RE-WRITTEN. By his son, T. CYPRIAN 
Wuuiams, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

A table prefixed to this edition of Williams on Real Property 
shews that the first edition was ‘published in 1845, and twelve more 
editions were prepared by the author, the last being published in 
1880. To the present editor fell the task of :ncorporating the 
extensive changes made in the law by the Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Acts, and since the appearance of the eighteenth edition in 1896 
the Land Transfer Act of 1897 has again made extensive alterations 
necessary. The changes which are contaioed in the first part of the 
Act, since they relate to the general law of real property, have been 
incorporated in the appropriate places in the text. Thus, the 
chapter on ‘ The Descent of an Estate in Fee Simple” now com- 
mences with an account of the devolution of the real estate on the 
personel representatives, and ovly when this subject has been cleared 
out of the way do we come to the well-known exposition of the rules 
of descent. The second part of the Act, relating to dealings with 
registered land, is explained in a separate cbapter which has been 
added at the end of the book. We notice elsewhere some remarks on 
the present difficulties of real property law with which Mr. Williams 
has concluded this chapter. The student will find it a useful exercise 
to try whether the knowledge he has acquired enables him intelli- 
gently to follow these remarss. The chapter on ‘‘ The Present Form 
of a Conveyance ” has been improved by the inclusion of some simple 
forms of conveyance calculated to give the student a practical insight 
into the subject. Mr. Williams clearly recognizes the importance of 
keeping the work well up to date, and students may be congratulated 
that it has fallen into such competent hands. 





NAVAL LAW. 


Manvat or Navat LAw AnD COURT-MARTIAL PROCEDURE, IN 
WHICH IS EMBODIED THRING'’S CRIMINAL LAW OF THE Navy, 
TOGETHER WITH THE NAVAL DISCIPLINE ACT AND AN APPENDIX 
oF PRacricaL Forms. By J. E. R. STEPHENS, Barrister-at-Law, 
C. E. GIFFoRD, C.B., Fleet Paymaster R.N., and F. Harrison- 
Sm1TH, Staff-Paymaster R.N. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The fact that Thring’s Criminal Law of the Navy, upon which 
this work is based, was last published as long ago as 1877 affords 
ample justification for the present manual. Since that date the 
Naval Discipline Act of 1884 been passed, and in many respects 
Naval court-martial procedure has been remodelled. The authors 
of this manual have had the advantage of using the proof-sheets of a 
new edition of the Admiralty Memorandum oa Court-martial Pro- 
cedure; of being afforded great facilities of research amongst the 
Admiralty records, and of the permission to incorporate extracts from 
the Manual of Military Law. They have made good use of their 
materials, and the book should fulfil its object, which is expressed to 
be to afford a practical guide for commanding officers and courts- 
martial in the trial and puvishment of criminal offences ia the Navy. 
It is not primarily a lawyer’s book, though those chapters which deal 
with more purely legal matters, especially Chapter XIV., ‘‘ Courts 
of Law in relation to Naval Jurisdiction,” will be found both of 
interest and of practical use by the practitioner. The arrangement 
of the work is good, and there is au excellent appendix of practical 
forms. Practice alone can really test an index, but it may be said 
that it is voluminous and clearly arranged. 








It is stated that Mr. Justice Day is better, but it is not expected that 
he will resume his judicial duties until he goes on the Oxford Circuit, on 





Thureday, the 13th of June. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


DOVASTON v. DE LA BERTAUCHE AND ANOTHER. No.1. 4th June. 


County Cournt—Arrzat—Orper or County Court Jupce Rerustinc New 
TrraL—Derermrnation or Pornt or Law—Oounry Courts Act, 1888 
(61 & 52 Vicr. o. 43), s. 120. 


Appeal from an order of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and 
Lawrance, J.). The action was brought in a county court to recover 
damages for wrongful dismissal. The defendants justified the dismissal. 
The jury, after hearing evidence on both sides, found a verdict for the 
plaintiff for £46 damages. The defendants applied to the county court 
j for a new trial, which the judge refused on the ground that the 

ict was one which reasonable men might find. Upon appeal to the 
Divisional Court, the defendants contended that the plaintiff’s admissions 
upon cross-examination were such that the county court judge ought to 
have granted a new trial. The Divisional Court ordered a new trial. The 
plaintiff appealed by leave. 

Tae Court (A. L. Surru, M.R., and Vavenan Witurams and Srim.ine, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Sorrn, M,R., said that the Divisional Court had no jurisdiction to 
entertain the appeal. The jury, having heard the evidence on both sides, 
found a verdict for the plaintiff. The county court judge refused a new 
trial upon the ground that the jury might reasonably find for the plaintiff. 
The defendants then appealed to the Divisional Oourt. They did not 
allege any misdirection by the county court judge. or any improper 
admission or rejection of evidence. The Divisional. Court were so 
dissatisfied with the verdict that they sent the case down for a new trial. 
The fact of their doing so shewed that there was a question of fact for the 
jury. There was no question of law raised by the appeal. It was a pure 
question of fact. Section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, only gave 
an appeal from the determination or direction of the judge in point of 
law or equity, or upon the admission or rejection of evidence. In Polev. 
Bright (40 W. R. 95; 1892, 1 Q. B. 603) a Divisional Court held that an 
appeal lay against the refusal ot a county court judge to grant a new trial, if 
his decision was wrong in point of law. Thenin How v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (40 W. BR. 292; 1892, 1 Q. B. 391) this court held 
that no appeal lies from the decision of a county court judge granting a 
new trial on the ground that the verdict was aguinst tne weight 
of the evidence if the judge applied the right rule of law in 
considering whether a new trial should be granted. Those two 
cases were quite consistent with each other. How v. London and 
North-Western Railway Co. was exactly in point Unless the county court 
judge went wrong upon some point of law or equity, no appeal lay from 
his decision. In the present case there was no point of law at all. 

VaucHan Wiiiams and Srrieurne, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, J. 8. 
Pritchett ; Cracroft. Soxtcrrors, Walker, Son, § Field ; Judge § Priestley, for 
P. Baker, Birmingham. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re URMSTON GRANGE STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). 
4th and 5th June. 


Oompany—Removat or Liquipatron—Companirs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. 
c. 89), s. 141—AppgaL py LiqurpaTor. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J., of the 2nd of May 
last, refusing to remove a liquidator of the above-named company. It 
appeared that a firm of Holder Brothers had been managers of steamship 
companies for many years, and the liquidator whom it was sought to 
temove had been in their service for upwards of twenty years. In the year 
1899 a company called Holder & Co. (Limited) was formed for the pur- 
pose of amalgamating nine steamship companies, and resolutions were 
passed for winding up those companies, of which the Urmston Grange 

ship Co. was one. In July, 1899, the liquidator was appointed, 
and in Octobez, 1900, Holder & Oo. (Limited) dismissed the liquidator 
from their service summarily and without notice. The applicants to 
Temove the liquidator were 117, of the 300 shareholders of the company. It 
appeared that two actions were pending against Holder Brothers or one of 
‘tem by the liquidator, one for libel and one for wrongtul dismissal, and 

in consequence there was considerable hostility between the two. The 
grounds upon which the application was made were that the liquidator 
was guilty of immorality, which would tend to involve him in financial 
difficulties, that he was a person of no means, that he hud bean guilty 
of irregularities in reepect of the petty cash when in the employ of 

t Brothers, and that there was a risk of his being actuated by 
timus against Holder Brothers in investigating any charges made 
against them by the company. With the exception of the first—namely, 
immorality, all these charges were denied. Wright, J., refused the 
‘pplication to remove the liquidator, his only difficulty in doing so being 
with regard to the question of animus aguinst Holder Brothers. The 

cants, who were largely represented by Holder Brothers, now 
appealed. The Companies Act, 1862, s. 141, provides that ‘the court 
may, on due cause soewn, remove any liquidator, and appoint another 

luidator to act in the matter of a voluntary winding up.” 

Tax Court (Coxzins and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Coutins, L.J., said that he with Wright, J., though the case was 
hot without difficulty. A liquidator when appointed had a locus standi and 
could not be removed without good cause shewn. Whether a good 
Cause had been shewn was a matter for judicial discretion, and if the 


No, 2. 


Holder Brothers, but that could be guarded against. 


discretion was exercised according to law that court ought not to interfere. 
The question was whether the liquidator was a proper person for the post. 
With regard to the immorality, which was not de that was only a factor 
in the case, and it was well known that gross immorality was not 
inconsistent with consummate business al . On the other hand, the 
liquidator had been in the og ecg of Ho! Brothers for upwards of 
twenty years, he had hand] sums of money with integrity, and 
though some irregularities had m charged against him, they had 
proved to be trivial and left his oy pd untouched. Further, he had 
been appointed liquidator with the full assent of the shareholders, who 
hgoe a cheut him. No one was better fit to in the charges 
which would probably be made than he was, There might be some bias, 
but the paramount advantage of having a man as liquidator who was most 
likely to get at the truth outweighed that; and under all the 
circumstances he thought they ought not to interfere with the decision 
below. 


Romer, L J., , and said that he was not sure that if the matter 
had come before bim in the first instance he should have decided it in the 
same way, but they ought not now to interfere with the decision of 
Wright, J., who had found that there was no dishonesty apd no 
irregularity as liquidator. There might be a risk of some animosity against 
It was important 
that the liquidator should remain at his post on account of his 
knowledge; and on the whole his lordship was not prepared to say that the 
interests of the company would not be best served by retaining the 
liquidator. At all events they ought not now to interfere,—CounszL, 
Eve, K.C., and Martelli ; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., Muir Mackenzie, and Feliz Cassel. 
Soxricrrors, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; Turner, Rodgers, & Myatt. 

[Reported by 8S. E. Witi14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SARAH DALRYMPLE. Kekewich, J. 4th June. 


Wiutu—Devise or Reat Estare—Oonpition Tenpine to Inpuce Tenant 
ror Lire To ABsTAIN FROM Exercistnc wis Powsrs—Setritep Lanp 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 51—Gurrr or Lecacres To a Crass 
Duty Fres—Girr To THE LecaTErs oF SHARE or ReEsrpvs. 


Originating summons. Sarah ema, by her will dated the 19th of 
December, 1897, after bequeathing ce! legacies, devised her freehold 
house and premises call Thorpe Lodge to trustees, upon trust to allow her 
nephew, Thomas Osborn Springfield, ‘‘ the full use and benefit thereof 
during his life or so long as he shall actually and continuously reside 
there,”’ and upon trust “from and after the of the said T. O. Spring- 
field, or in his lifetime in case, in the judgment of my trustees . . . 
he shall cease actually or continually to reside in the said house to an extent, 
sufficient to omry. with my decire in that behalf hereinbefore expressed 
to sell the said house and - « - and invest, & . .. 
and in case such sale be made in the lifetime of the 
said T. QO. Springfield by reason of his so ceasing to reside 
as aforesaid or of my said trustees or trustee so deciding as 
aforesaid then upon trust during bis life to pay one equal third 
part of the income of such investment to him the said T. O. opringfield 
for his own use and benefit,’’ and to pay the other two third parts to 
certain other persons. The will also contained the following clause: “I 
declare that all legacies, devises, and bequests of this my will herein- 
before or hereinafter given or made to or in favour of females shall be for 
their respective sole and separate use and free of legacy duty.” 
The gift of the residue was to six persons, three males and three 
females, as tenants in common. The testatrix died on the 24th of 
March, 1900. Shortly atter the death of the testatrix T. O. Springfield 
informed the trustees that it was impossible for him to reside at 
Thorpe Lodge, and requested them to it. The questions raised by the 
summons were (inter alia) whether T. O. was 

whole or only to one third part of the income for life of 

moneys of Thorpe Lodg+, and also whether the legacy duty in respect 
the shares of the three female legatees in the residuary esta’ 
payable out of the shares of the males or how it ought to be borne. 


Kexewicu, J., said the limitation in the will to T. O. Springfiel 
undoubtedly tended to induce him not to exercice his powers uader the 
Settled Land Act. Precisely the seme point came before Pearson, J., in 
Re Paget (30 Cn. D. 161), and he made no distinction between a tenant for 
life aud a person who had the powers of a tenant for life under section 58 
of the Settled Land Act, and so by section 51 he held the condition to be 
invalid. Against that is the decision in Re Haynes (37 Oh. D. 306). With 
great respect to the decision of North, J., I do not understand the position he 
oa pod) porntete few nip oxide gifs of eke aan eh ag 4 
e second point his lordshi a alegacy legacy duty means, 
I take it, tnat the duty is th be paid before the residine is to be calculated. So 
there is great difficulty in saying that legacy duty on a share of residue is 
to be paid. To do so here would be to construe ** free of legacy duty”’ in 
two ways. In one case it would mean that it was to be paid out of 
residue ; in the other that the males were to pay in exoneration of the 
females. Moreover, the gift of residue is to males and femaies as tenants 
in common, and, though the gift is not to them in equal shares, yet that 
must be implied.—Covnsst, Cave; Renshaw, K.U., and Lyttelton 
Chubb ; Warrington, K.C., and R. J. Parker ; Hamilton, K.0., aad . B. 
Howard. Soxrtcrrors, Bircham ¢ Co. ; Satehell ¢ Chapple; Bloxam, Ellis), 





Oo, 
$ | Reported by H Ciavamres Scort, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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¢ High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
LLOYD v. LLOYD. Teune, P. 4th June. 


Drvonce—Convicrion or PetirioneR For Desertion—Sxction 31, Marni- 
MONIAL Causes Act, 1857. 


In this case Pierce Henry Lloyd petitioned for a dissolution of his 
marriage with Mary Elizabeth Lloyd on the ground of her adultery. The 
case was undefended. It appeared that the parties had been married on 
the 3rd of June, 1895, at the Bethania Wesleyan Chapel, Flynnongroew, 
Flintshire, and one child had been born of the marriage, on the 28th of 
May, 1896. After that time unpleasantness sprang up between the parties, 
apparently owing to the petitioner’s suspicions of the fidelity of bis wife. 
The respondent then left her husband, but came back to him after a few 
weeks, but at the end of 1897 the petitioner left his wife, and in January, 1898, 
she commenced proceedings at the Holywell Petty Sessions for a separation 
order under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, on the 
ground of the petitioner’s desertion of her. The petitioner was convicted 
and was ordered to pay twelve shillings a week towards his wife’s main- 
tenance. She subsequently committed theadultery now ccmplained of (which 
she did not deny), and the petitioner prayed the court to grant nim a 
decree in the exercise of its descretion under section 31 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1857. The case of Sergent v. Sergent and Weaver (64 L. T. 
N. 8. 236) was cited. 

Jzunz, P., in giving judgment, said that although the petitioner had 
been convicted of deeertion, he did not doubt that the court had 
power to grant the decree. In the present case he thought that 
the adultery was sufficiently proved, and he also thought that the 
justices were right in holding that the petitioner had deeerted his wife, 
but what bad occurred subsequent to the conviction threw sufficient light 
on the conduct of the wife to shew that the suspicions which the petitioner 
entertained in regard to his wife’s fidelity, which had caused him to leave 
ber and which conduct had resulted in his being convicted of deserting 
her, were well founded, and this court could not hold that such conduct 
ought to preclude the petitioner from his right to adivorce. The court 
accordingly pronounced a decree nisi.—OounsEL, H. C. Davenport. 
Soxrcrrors, Marpole § Marpole, for Bromley Jones, Holywell. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


STODDART +. THE ARGUS PRINTING CO. (LIM.). Div. Court. 
4th June. 


Gaminc —Bzrrrixc—Hovse Kept ror Purposz or Receitvinc Deposits or 
Mongy 1x Connection with Berrrsc—ADVERTISING stucH Hovss— 
Berrixc House Act, 1853 (16 &17 Vicr. c. 119), ss. 1 anp 7—Begrrine 
Hovssg Act, 1874 (37 Vicr. c. 15), s. 3. 


This was a case in which points of law raised on the pleadings in the 
action were ordered to be tried by the court. The plaintiff's claim was for 
damages for breach of contract. The plaintiff, Joseph Stoddart, carried 
on business as the proprietor of a newspaper called Sporting Luck. By 
an agreement, dated the 20th of March, 1890, the defendants 
with the plaintiff to print and publish Sporting Luck on his behalf 
e Ww on terms and conditions as specified in the agreement. 
One of such conditions was that they were not to be called upon 
to publish any illegal matter. It was in respect of this agreement 
that the plaintiff claimed damages for the breach thereof. The defend- 
ants, by their defence, alleged that they were ready and willing to 
fulfil their said contract so far as they might legally print the said 
newspaper, but they refused to do so because the plaintiff called 
upon them to print avd publish for circulation in England with the 
said newspaper, and as part of it, an advertisement headed ‘* Inter- 
national Supplement” relating to a horse-racing competition, the 
publication of which, according to the defendants’ contention, 
constituted an offence against the Betting House Acts of 1853 
(16 & 17 Vict. c. 119), s. 7, and 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 15), s. 3. 
From the particulars of the defence it appeared that on the 30th of 
October, 1900, one Ada Jané Stoddart was tried and convicted at the 
Central Criminal Court for that she, being the occupier of an office in the 
city of London, had unlawfully opened and kept or used that office for 
the purpose of money being there received by her as the consideration 
of undertaking to pay thereafter money on events relating to horse- 
racing in contravention of section 1 of the Betting House Act of 1853. 
The ed judge reserved the point and stated a case for the 
consideration of the Court of Crown Cases Reserved as to 
whether the then defendant had in law been guilty of any 
offence against the said section of the said Act, and on the 17th 
of November, 1900, the conviction was unanimously affirmed. It was 
proved that the ssid A. J. Stoddart was the occupier of an office at 10, Red 
Lion-court, and the registered proprietor of a newspaper published weekly 
at that office. Each number ot the paper contained a notice of a ‘‘ coupon 
competition,’’ that is to say, of a promise by the then defendant to pay 
a certain sum of money to euch persons as should correctly guess the 
result of a certain horse-race then shortly about to be run and should 
write their guesses upon certain forms called ‘‘ coupons,’’ which were 
issued with each number of the newspaper, and should return the coupons 
80 filled up to the defendant’s office, together with the sum of one penn 
in respect of each guees made. A large number of persons every ook 
eent into the said office coupons filled up as aforesaid accompanied by 
remittances of money. Subsequently to the date of the said decision 
of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved the plaintiff instructed the 
defendants under the agreement referred to in paragraph 1 in the defence 





to publish an advertisement called ‘‘An International Supplement,” 
containing a number of coupons as of the newspaper called 
Sporting Luck in which was published to the English public a system of 
competition identical in all respects with that in regard to which the said 
A. J. Stoddart had been convicted except that the competitors were 
no longer to send their moneys or deposits to 10, Red Lion-court 
or to any place of receipt or deposit within the jurisdiction of the English 
courts, but were to send all moneys to, and it was expressly announced 
that in the future all moneys would only be received at, an office which 
had been opened by the plaintiff for the purpose of receiving them at 
Middleburg in the kingdom of Holland. Toe defendants refused to print 
the said advertirement, contending that as the said office in Middleburg in 
Holland had been opened by the plaintiff for a purpose which would infringe 
section 1 of the Betting House Act of 1883, and section 3 of the Betting 
House Act, 1874, if it had been so opened in this country, the publication 
of an advertisement in relation to such an office was illegal under the afore. 
said sections of the two several Acts of Parliament, which refusal con. 
stituted the breach alleged in the statement of claim. 

ase Court (Bruce and Puitumore, JJ.) gave judgment for the 

aintiff. 
. Purtumore, J., in giving judgment, said there were two different 
offences dealt with by section 1 of the Betting House Act of 1853 : (1) 
Keeping a betting-house for the a of betting with persons resorting 
thereto, which by Reg. v. Brown ( . BR. 222; 1895, 1 Q. B. 119) was held to 
mean persons physically resorting thereto. (2) Keeping a house for the 
purpore of any money or valuable thing being received by or on behalf 
of the owner for the consideration of any agreement to pay any 
money on any event or contingency relating to a horse-race. Under 
the second head Mrs. Stoddart was convicted, and the conviction was up- 
held by the Court of Crown Cases Reserved in Reg. v. Stoddart (49 W. RB. 
178; 1901, 1 Q. B. 177). Section 7, which imposes a penalty on persons 
advertising betting houses, refers back to section 1, and is directed agai 
houses kept for the purposes mentioned in the first part of section 1 of the 
Act of 1853, and does not refer to the second part; and, as it merely deals 
with the advertisement of ‘‘such’’ houses—i.c., with houses kept for the 
purposes of betting with persons physically resorting thereto, it does not 
constitute the acts disclosed by the defence an offence. It does not touch 
advertising a house kept for receiving deposits. Nor are those acts within 
section 3 of the Act of 1874. In coming to this conclusion, he, the learned 
judge, did not wish to express any opinion as to whether the plaintiff was 
carrying on an illegal business, which question was pending in another 

urt. 


Bruce, J., agreed for the same reasons. Judgment for the plaintiff.— 
Counss1, Lord Coleridge, K.C , Stutfield, and Bovill-Smith ; C. W. Mathews, 
Soricrrors, Le Brasseur § Oakley ; Lewis § Lewis. 

(Reported by E. G. Strutwe.s, Barrister-at-Law 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
‘*THE CHILTONFORD.”’ No. 1 (with Nautical Assessors). 17th May. 
Suir—SatvaceE—A.iecep Excesstve AwArp. 


Appeal against a salvage award for £10,000 made by Sir Francis Jeune, 
on the ground that the sum was excessive in the circumstances. The 
claim was made against the defendants, the owners of the barquo 
Chiltonford, by the owners and crews of the tugs Engery, Perseverance, and 
Enterprize, all belonging to the Corporation of Preston, and the crew of the 
Lytham lifeboat Charles Biggs, for salvage remuneration in respect of 
services rendered to the Glasgow barque Chi/tonford from the 21st to the 32rd 
of December last. Zhe Chiltonford was a steel barque of 2,198 tons net 
register, carrying a crew of thirty hands. On the morning of the 19th of 
December she left the Mersey in tow of the tug Stormcock, bound on a voyage 
to Sydney, with a general cargo. About midnight a heavy gale sprang up, 
and the force of the wind was euch that the tug could only with the greatest 
difficulty hold the ship. The bad weather continued with such force that 
on the morning of the 20th, about seven o’clock, Zhe Stormcock for her owt 
safety decided to turn The Chiltonford so that she could anchor with her bow 
to the gale, and herself run for shelter under the lea of the land. 
and the crew of the barque decided, after putting out their anchors, to 
get on board the tug, which eventually reached the Mereey in safety. The 
following morning, the gale having somewhat abated, the tug put out in 
search of The Chiltonford, but on reaching the place where she had been 
left riding at anchor she was nowhere to be seen, and it was subsequently 
ascertained that she had gone ashore on the Lancashire shore near South- 
port. From that position the barque was eventuglly rescued by the three 
tugs, the plaintiffs in the action, alt of which belonged to the Lancashire 
Salvage Association, assisted by the crew of the Lytham lifeboat. The 
defendants admitted the services rendered, but the case came into court for 
assessment of salvage, the value of the saved property beivg valued at 
£60,000. The President, taking into consideration all the circumstances 
of the case, awarded the lifeboatmen £1,500; Mr. Cochrane, the dredging 
master, £900; The Engery, £2,700; The Perseverance, £2,500; and to The 
Enterprise, £2,400, making in all a total of £10,000. The defendants 
appealed on the sole ground that the sums awarded were excessive. 

‘ne Oovrt (Lord Atversronz, O.J, A. L. Surra, M.R., and 
Romer, L.J.) diemissed the appeal. 

Lord A.vensronz, C J., in giving jud ment, said : Speaking for himself 
he confessed he had very considerable difficulty in making up his mind ia 
this case, but he did not hesitate to say that he. thought the. awards were 
on a very liberal scale. He agreed with the appellants’ counsel that in 
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one’s own mind one must to a certain extent make a kind of estimate and 
then consider whether the total awarded was so large that one ought to 
interfere with the. award, but he could not say that the learned judge 
had wrongly applied or had taken in consideration unduly any 
of the elements which were to be taken in consideration in dealing 
with salvage awards. He thought the court could not interfere, 
and for this reason: It was perfectly true that though services of 
equal merit might be rendered, the amount which was eaved was so small 
that adequate salvage remuneration could not be given, and the courts had 
ized that whereas on many occasions these services had to be 
rendered for‘no substantial reward, or for an inadequate reward, where the 
court was in possession of subject-matter which enabled a liberal award to 
be given, liberal awards were given in order to induce promptitude’ of 
action, willingness to risk property, and, if necessary, ingnees to risk 
life. Here the value was very considerable—£60,000—and therefore there 
qas a sum out of which a liberal award could be made. [His lordship then 
referred to the facts, and, continuing, said:] Therefore there werein a high 
in the present case the two necessary elements to support a liberal 
award— namely, valuable property saved from imminent and great danger. 
It was pressed on the court by the appellants that the learned President had 
attached undue weight to the danger the salvors exposed themselves and 
their property to, but it was not suggested that he has misapplied any rule 
of law which was applicable to salvage cases. Therefore, although he con- 
sidered the award was on such a liberal scale that he should not, had he 
been sitting as judge of first instance, have awarded so much, he did not 
feel that there had been such an excess as to juetify his interfering with 
theaward. The appeal therefore failed. 
A. L. Smrrn, M.R., and Romer, L.J., delivered judgments to a like 
effect.—CounseL, Sir R. Reid, K.C., and Aspinall, K.C.; Balloch and A H: 
Maxwell; Laing, KC.; W. 8. Glynn. Soutcrrors, Weightman, Pedder, 
$ Weightman ; Hill, Dickinson, § Hill, for H. Hamer & Co., Preston. 


{Reported by Erxsxivz Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FURNESS. FURNESS v. STALKARTT. Joyce, J. 
llth and 13th May. 


Witt—Serrirement —SAtTisrFAcTION—ARSOLUTE AND Setriep LEGACIEs. 


George Furness, by his will dated the 23rd of January, 1878, devised 
and bequeathed his freehold, copyhold, and leasehold estates, and also the 
residue of his personal estate, to his trustees upon trust to call in and 
convert the same into money, and to hold the proceeds upon certain 
trusts during the life of his widow, the plaintiff, or till she should marry 
again, and after her death upon certain trusts for the benefit of his 
children in equal shares. By a codicil to the said will. dated the 14th of 
February, 1885, he directed that, instead of his residuary estate being 
divided in equal shares between all his children, each of his daughters 
should receive the sum of £20,000 at the age of twenty-five, and that 
£15,000 thereof should be settled upon her for Jife for her separate use 
without power of anticipation, and after her death upon certain trusts 
for the benefit of her children. Upon the e of the testator’s 
daughter, the defendant Margaret Joanna Stalkartt, in 1893, he settled 
£7,300 2? per cent. Consols for her benefit upon certain trusts which did not 
exactly coiacide with those in the settlement. The testator died on the 9th 
of January, 1900, and his will was proved by the plaintiff as surviving 
executrix on the of 9th of February in the same year. Tne question then arose 
whether the sum so settled was to be regarded as given in satisfaction 
of the legacy, and if so whether it was to be set against the settled portion 
or the portion given absolutely. On behalf of the defendant Mrs. 
Stalkartt, it was admitted that it must be regarded pro tanto as a satisfac- 
tion of the legacy, and it was argued that it must be set against the settled 
part. On behalf of her infant son it was contended that it should be set 
against the £5,000 given absolutely, and that the remainder should be 
additional to the £20,000 bequeatoed ; or failing this, that the £7,300 
thould be apportioned rateably between the two sums of £15,000 and 
£5,000. Curnedv. vult, 

May 13.—Joycn, J.—As @ general rule, when a parent by his will gives a 
legacy to a child without expressing the purpose with reference to which it is 
given, he is understood to be giving what is commonly called a portion, and in 
consequence of the leaning of Courts of Equity against double portions, if the 
testator afterwards in his lifetime advances a portion on the marriage of the 
child, the presumption arises that it was intended to be a satisfaction of the 

y either altogether or pro tanto. A bequest of a sum of money toa 

hter abeolutely may be adeemed bya subsequent settlement on her mar- 

, and the same is the case although the bequest to the daughter by the 
Willis thereby settled upon her and her family. Nor is the presumption in 
favour of ademption rebutted by the circumstance that the limitations of the 
portions under the will are different from the limitations in the settlement. 
Again, if a legacy appears on the face of a will to be bequeathed even to 
‘stranger for a particular purpose, and the subsequent gift be made by 
the testator for the very same purpose, a presumption is raised primd facie 
that such gift is an ademption. In the present case the testator by the 
joint effect of his will and codicil provided for each of his daughters the 
sum of £20,000, £15,000 part thereof to be settled to go asin the will 
mentioned, and the remaining £5,000 to be paid to the daughters. Subse- 


£15,000 or of the £5,000, the two parts into which the testator divided the 
legacy of £20,000. If the limitations in the will and the settlement had been 
the same there could have been no doubt upon the matter. To the learned 
judge's mind the truth and common sense of the matter appeared to be that 
when a legacy to a child is taken to be adeemed by a su nent portion 
it is because the testator is considered, in making provision for his children, 
to be performing a moral obligation, and if he afterwards upon any 
occasion during his lifetime provides a portion he is thereby by 
anticipation perfo pro tanto the obligation above referred to, 
and in his lifetime intendi to discharge or prepaying the 
legacy given by the will. This idea is, I think, well founded in reason 
and upon experience. In the present case which part of the testator’s 
provision for his daughters, ought tbe testator to be considered as intend- 
ing to discharge by the subsequent settlement? There are no special circum- 
stances to shew. If the testator could be asked the question, I cannot 
seriously doubt that he would answer that the settlement was to be taken 
in satisfaction pro tanto of the settled portion of the legacy, there being no 
reason whatever that I can see why the daughter's absolute legacy of 
£5 000 should be taken away or diminished, and this accordingly I decide 
to be the result.—Counset, J. M Stone; Hughes, K.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Younger, K.C., and F Stallard ; A. L. Ingpen. Soxrcrrors, Stones, 
Morris, § Stone ; Hopgoods § Dowson. 
[ Reported by J. F. Isrtix, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN MARGETTS AND THE OCEAN 
ACCIDENT AND GUARANTEE CORPORATION (LIM.). Div. Court. 
2ist May. 


Sure — Insurance Poricy — Acruat Coniston wire ANoTHER VesszEL, 
Warr, Moortne, Prer, on Summzar Strrucrure—Fovu.ine AncHoR IN 
Bep or Rrver—Liapiity or Insurance Uorporation Unper Po icy. 


Special case stated by arbitrator on a question of law. The dispute 
arose under a policy of insurance which provided inter alia that the 
corporation would pay to Messrs. P. Margetts, the assured, the amount of 
any damage which should be caused to any tugs belonging to the assured 
and covered by the policy owing to actual collision between any such 
tug, and any vessel, wharf, mooring, pier, or similar structure. On 
the i3th of August, 1900, The Ada, one of the tugs covered by the 
policy, while coming up the River Thames on the north side of mid- 
channel, ported her helm to avoid a down-coming steamer and struck 
upon an anchor in the bed of the river and sank. ‘he anchor was 
attached by about twenty or thirty fathoms of chai to a schooner lying on 
the north side of the river. The question was whether upon the facts 
stated the corporation were liable to pay to the assured the amount of the 
damages to the said tug. On behalf of the owners of the , it was con- 
tended that an anchor being a necessary - of a ship, the accident to The 
Ada arose out of a collision with a ship or her moorings within the meaning 
of the policy, and 7ie Warwick (7 Asp. M. C. 545), European and Australian 
Royal Mail Co (Limited) v. Peninsular and Orientat Steam Navigation Co, (2 
Mar. L. CO. 351), and The Niobe (1891, A. C. 401) were cited in support of 
this contention. On the other hand, counsel for the corporation submitted 
that acollision with the anchor in the river bed which was attached to 
the bews of a vessel lying on the north side of the Thames with her after 
part on the mud, was not ‘a collision with a vessel’’ within the meaning 
of the policy, and Hoskins v. Pickersgill (3 Doug. 222) was referred to. 

Tue Court (Rrotey and Pariimoreg, JJ ) held that the auchor being 
part of a vessel, a collision with an avuchor was a collision with a vessel 
within the meaning of the policy. Toe authorities shewed that the courts 
had held parts of a vessel in sucn questions as this as being the vessel itself 
for considering whether the vessel wasin collision. There had been no direct 
decision with regard to an anchor, but in the case of The Niobe a collision 
with the tug towing the vessel was held to be collision with the vessel. 
That was an a fortiori case, and on that authority they answered the 
question of liability of the corporation in the affirmative.—Oovunsrt, A. 2. 
Nelson, for Messrs. Margetts ; Spencer Bower, for corporation. Soxicrrors, 
Lowless § Co. ; Hurd § Son. 

(Reported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DIEREEN v. PHILPOT. Div. Court. 9th May. 


Practicrs—County Oovrtr—Action Wroncty Remirrep—Triat py 
County Court Jupar—Proxterrion—Covunty Courts act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 65. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff in the action from an order made 
by Day, J., in coaumbers, directing that a writ of probibition should issue 
to the judge of the Westminster County Court, his Honour Judge 
Lumley-Smith. The action was brought by Dierken against Philpot 

recover the sum of £116 in respect of arrears of salary. On a subsequent 
date, the 5th of November, 1900, the plaintiff made an application before 
@ master in chambers for an order that the action should be tried in the 
county court, stating that he abandoned his claim for the excess 
over £100, and an order under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, was mude remitting the case to the Westminster County 
Court. The defendant never appealed against this order, and the 
action in due course came on for trial in the county court, when 





Paty upon the marriage of « daughter he settled a sum of between 
: £8,000, the limitations under this settlement not being the 
same as those of the £15,000 under the will. It was not, and indeed could 
hot, have been disputed that this sum settled upon the marriage must be 


temained whether it must be taken and consi as in 


objection was taken to the master’s order on the ground that he bad no 
jurisdiction to make it. The learned judge hi however, that he was 
vound by the order to hear Goce, SSE recovered the £100. On 


as a pro tanto satisfaction of the £20,000 y, but the question | the 26th of March, 1901, thedefendant applied for a writ of prohibition against 





of the | the learned county court judge and Day, J., ordered a writ to issue. This 
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was ‘the order now appealed from. For the appellant it was now con- 
tegfded that the county court judge would have done wrong if he had 
regarded the order of the High Court remitting the action to be tried 
by him as nugatory, and that he had acted rightly in trying the case. If 
he had not done so he would have rendered himself liable to a mandamus. 
He was bound to obey the order and could not inquire into the circum- 
stances under which it was made: Reg. v. Judge of Marylebone County 
Court (50 L T. 98), Blades v. Lawrance (22 W. R. 643, L. R. 9 Q. B. 374) 
On behalf of the defendant the following cases were cited : Hodgson v. Bell 
(38 W. R. 325, 24 Q. B. D. 525), Reg. v. Judge of City of London Court (1891, 
2 Q. B. 71, 39 W.K. Dig. 65), Mayor.of London v. Cox (16 W. R. 44, L. R. 
2 H. L. 239). 

ad Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Lawrance, J.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., in giving judgment, said that the case was not 
without difficulty, but, in his opinion, the writ of prohibition in this case 
ought not to issue. The master did wrong in making an order under 
section 65 remitting the action. This was clear from the decision in 
Hodgson v. Beil, where it was decided that where the claim on the writ is 
reduced to a sum not exceeding £100 by payment of part after action 
brought, there is no jurisdiction to remit the action under section 65. 
But seeing that the defendant let the time go by and never appealed 
against the master’s order, it was now too late for him to raise the point 
by way of prohibition. It would be putting too great a burden upon the 
county court judges if they were obliged to decide whether they should 
obey an order that bad not been appealed against. 

Lawrance, J., concurred. Order for prohibition discharged with 
costs.—CounseLt, C H. Lindon; E. Lewis Thomas. So.icitors, G. B 
Howard § Son ; Robert Todd. 


[Reported by E. G. St1tuwe.1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HERBERT v. McQUADE. Div. Court. 4th May. 


Revenurs—Income Tax—Annvat Prorits on Garmss—Prorits or GAINS 
ARISING FROM AN UFrricE—PerErauisirze Accruinc ny Reason or SucH 
Orrice—GraNT BY CLERGY SvusTENTATION FunNp—Income Tax Act, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34), 8. 2, ScHeputeE D—Income Tax Act, 1842 
5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), s. 146, Scnepote E, rurezs 1, 4. 


The question in this case was whether a clergyman was assessable to 
income tax in respect of a gravt made to him by the Norwich Diccesan 
Branch of the Queen Victoria Sustentation Fund. Tbe fund was 
established in the year 1897 with the object of obtaining from 
Church people the necessary junds for providing an adequate 
remuneration for beneficed clergy. It was intended to aid 
in raising the income of benefices which were normally very 
small, or which had suffered reduction owing to agricultural 
depression or other cause, and in raising the incomes of benefices 
which, though nominally of substantial amount, were insufficient owing to 
the large population and consequent claims on the incumbents. The 
Norwich branch was affiliated to the central fund but was controlled 
entirely by the local diocesan council, and such council reserved to itself 
the entire control over the apportionment and distribution of grants, with 
the right to consider all the circumstances of the cases for which petitions 
were made. The grants were made to benefices with a net income cf £200 
® year and under, and in apportioning them the population, duties, work, 
and all claims upon the mcumbent were considered. The receipt of 
a: grant was no guarantee of its continuance. The onus rested 
on each incumbent to decide whether his own circumstances really 
justified him in applying for the benefit of the fund. When a 
benefice fell vacant in the courre of the year the grant was 
divided between the outgoing and incoming incumbent in proportion 
to the length of time during the year for which each had been incumbent. 
Grants of £65 each were made by the Norwich branch to the appellant, 
the incumbent of a benefice within the diocere, for the years 1900 and 
1901 respectively. Grants bad also been made to him for the years 1897, 
1898, and 1899, The appellant was assessed to the income tax in respect of 
the grants jor 1900 and 1901 under Schedule E of the Income Tax Acts. 
The commie+ioner upheld the as:essment, but stated a case for the 
opinion of the High Court. It was contended on behalf of the appellant 
that be was not chargeable, and Gresham Life Asswrance Society v. Styles 
(3 Tax. Cas 185), Re Strong (1 Tax. Cas. 207), Tennant v. Smith (1892, A. ©. 
150), and Curon v. Turner (22 Q. B. D. 150) were cited. Un behalf of 
the Crown it was contended that the grants were asseseable as cither 
*‘salary,”’ ‘* perquisite,”” or ‘‘ profits’ which ‘accrued by reason of a 
public office or employment of profit”’ under and by virtue of section 2 of 
16 b 4 17 Vict. c. 34, or section 146, Schedule E, rules 1 or 4 of 5 & 6 Vict. 
c 


THE _— (Kennepy and Puriimorz, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
ap . 

"NNEDY, J., said that the ground on which he based his judgment was 
that the payments sought to be assessed did not accrue to the appellant 
by reason of his office. No doubt it was by reason of his holding the office 
that he had the opportunity of receiving the grant, but that did not make 
the grant a payment accruing by reason «f his office. The grant iteelf was 
uncertain both in amount and in the time of payment. It depended 
largely upon personal qualifications and was entirely in the discretion of 
the persons making the grant. 

Puituiwore, J., gave judgment to the same effect upon the authority of 
Cuzonv. Turner, He dissented from the decision in Re Strong.—Counss1, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and F. Low; Sir R. Finlay, A.G., Sir E. Carson, 8.G., 
and 8. A. 7. Rowlatt. Soticrrors, Crowders, Vizard, $ Oldham, for Miles & 
Reeve, Norwich ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 





In the Matter of AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE BWLLFA AND 
MERTHYR DARE STEAM COLLIERIES (1891) (LIM.) AND THE 
PONTYPRIDD WATERWORKS CO. Div. Court. 22nd May. 


ComPENnsATION FoR Coat TAKEN UNDBR Lanp Occupiep By Waterworks 
Company—Norice to Treat—Svupseqvent Rise 1n Price or OCoar— 
Basis or CoMPENSATION. 


Special case ttated by an umpire for the opinion of the court. On the 
2nd of September, 1898, the Bwllfa and Merthyr Dare Steam OCollieries 
(1891) (Limited), who were the lessees of certain mines, veins, beds, and 
seams of coal lying under a portion of a certain reservoir authorized to be 
made under the Pontypridd Waterworks Act, 1892, and were desirous of 
and intended working such coal, gave notice to the Pontypridd Water. 
works Oo. that they would after thirty days from the date of the notice 
begin to work such seam of coal unless in the meantime the waterworks 
company should signify their willingness to make compensation therefor. On 
the 15th of October, 1898, the waterworks company gave notice to the coal 
company that they were willing to compensate them for such coal as they 
he. | them to leave unworked, which portion of coal they specified, 
On the 2nd of March, 1899, the coal company gave notice to the water. 
works company that unless they were willing to agree to pay to the coal 
company the sum of £6,084 the coal company decided to have the amount 
of compensation settled by arbitration under the Lands Olauses Con. 
solidation Act, 1845. The waterworks company refused to pay the coal 
company the aforesaid sum. Certain arbitrators and an umpire were 
appointed and sat as such for several days, when it was agreed between the 
parties that the arbitrators should retire and that the umpire should sit 
alone during the remainder of the reference, and should give his award 
alone. Coal rose in value subsequently to the date of the said notice of 
the 15th of October, 1898. During the reference the coal company claimed 
that in consequence of such rise the compensation to be paid by the water. 
works company should be assessed, not on the basis of the knowledge of 
the value of the said part of the said mines, veins, beds, and seams which 
was possessed at the date of the said notice (wbich basis is hereinafter called 
the *‘ tirst alternative ’’), but on the basis of the knowledge of such value 
which was subsequen'ly acquired (which basis is hereinafter called the 
**second alternative’’). The coal company claimed according to the 
second alternative that they were entitled to receive by way of compensation 
£10,000 16s. 1d., and 10 such claim were specifically included sums claimed 
for (a) wastage, and (d) loss by working two acres to the dip, and (c) a sum 
of 10 per cent. to be paid for compulsory purchase. During the reference 
it was, at the request of the parties, arranged that the umpire should 
state m the form of a special case for the opinion of the court the question 
whether the coal company were entitled to have the compensation assessed 
according to the first alternative, or according to the second alternative, 
and that he, the umpire, should determine wnat sums the coal company 
were respectively entitled to by way of cqmpensation according to the 
first alternative and the second alternative respectively. In determining 
such sums the umpire made allowances for wastage and also for loss by 
working to the dip, but he did not allow any sum for compulsory purchase, 
If the co.] company were entitled to have compensation according to the 
first alternative the umpire awarded them the sum of £2,950; if according 
to the second alternative, then the umpire awarded them the sum of 
£5,650. The question for the opinion of the court was whether the coal 
company were entitled to have the compensation according to the first 
alternative or according to the second altrrnative. During the arguraents 
the following cases were cited: Brown and Others v. The Commissioner for 
Railways (15 A. C. 240, 38 W. R. Dig. 62), Haynes v. Haynes (9 W. RB. 491, 
30 L. J. Eq. 578), Penny v. Penny (16 W. R 671, &. BR. 5 Eq. 227), Rhy 
v. Dare Valley Railway Co, (23 W. R. 23, L. B. 19 Eq. 93). 

Tue Court (Ripiey and Purtirmorg, JJ.), in giving judgment, said they 
thought that the compensation should not be assersed on the basis of the 
knowledge of the value of the seam of coal which was possessed at the 
date of notice, but on the basis of the knowledge of such value which had 
been subsequently acquired. It°was proper in such a case as the present 
to take into consid«ration evidence of what had taken place since the 
notice to treat was given. The judgment of the court would therefore be 
that the coal company should receive by way of compensation the sum of 
£5,650 according to the umpire’s assessment under the second alternative. 
Judgment accordingly.—Counset, Abel Thomas, K.C., and Benson ; F. B. 
Williams, K O., and Trevor Lewis. Sorzorrors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for 
C. § W. Kenshole, Aberdare; Wrentmore § Son, for F. James § Som, 


Cardiff. 
{Reported by E. G. Srituwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re CRICHTON’S OIL CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 15th May. 


Company—Vo.untTary Winpinc ur—Distrisution or Assets —PaeEviors 
Loss or Caprrat—Last Yerar’s Prorirs—PrererreD AND ORDINABY 
SHAREHOLDERS - REVENUE KEPRESENTING Divipsnps Never DsciaReD. 


This was a summons by the voluntary liquidator of the above company, 
aking how the profits made by the company in the last year of its trading 
should be di-tributed as between its preference and ordinary suareholder. 
The capital of the company was divided into preference and ordinary 
shares, and by the memorandum it was declared that the preference shares 
should confer on the holders a right to a fixed cumulative preferen 
dividend of 5 per cent. per annum on the capital paid up thereon, subject 
to the provisions of the company’s articles of association. By clause 6 (b) 
of the articles it was provided ‘‘ that in the event of the winding 





[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


up of the 
company, the lus assets should be distributed between the halders of 
of preference ordinary shares according to the amount paid ™p 
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thereon.’”? Olause 108 was as follows: ‘‘ The profits of the company from 
time to time available for dividend shall, subject to the provisions herein- 
before contained, be applicable: First, tothe payment of the fixed cumula- 
tive preferential dividend on the preference shares in the original capital ; 
secondly, the surplus shall be applicable to the payment of dividends on 
the other shares in proportion to the — paid up thereon ; but the 
whole or any part thereof may be car: to reserve or otherwise dealt 
with as the directors with the sanction of the company in genera! meeting 
may from time totimedetermine.”” Clause 110: ‘‘ The company io general 
meeting may declare a dividend to be paid to the members .. .” 
Clause 112: ** No dividend shall be payable except out of the profits arising 
from the business of the company.’’ Clause 139: ‘‘ If the company shall be 
wound up, and the surplus assets shall be insufficient to repay the whole of 
the — capital, such surplus assets shall, subject to clause 6 (d), 
be distributed so that as nearly as may be the losses shall be 
borne by contributories in proportion to the capital paid up or which 
ought to have been paid up on the shares in respect of which they 
are contributories at the commencement of the windirgup” In 
August, 1900, a contract for sale was entered into with an agent for a 
new company for the sale of the assets of the above company exclusive of 
any undivided nett profits of the business appearing in the balance-sheet 
for the year ending the 31st of March, 1900. Such profits were 
£1,675 68. 1ld. Dividends on the preference shares were paid up to the 
3lst of March, 1896, but from that date, no profits being made till 1900, no 
dividends were declared. The books of the company shewed a debit of: 
over £4,000 for losses in previous years. Un the company going into 
voluntary liquidation the preference sharebolders claimed that the said 
profits of £1,675 6s. 11d. should be realized without having regard to the 
previous debit for the purpose of paymg dividends on preterence shares as 
from the 3lst of March, 1896. In support of the summons Re National 
Bank of Wales (Limited) (48 W. R. 99 ; 1899, 2 Oh. 629) was referred to ; 
and in opposition Bishop v. Smyrna and Cassaba Railway (43 W. R. 647; 
1895, 2 Ch. 265), and Re Odessa Waterworks Co. (W. N. 1897, 166). 

Wricut, J., said it was for the preference shareholders to shew not 
only|that the fand might have been, but that it was asa fact, made available 
for dividend, this they had failed to do, no recommendation or declara- 
tion of dividend ever having been made. The claim of the preference 
shareholdera therefore failed.-Counset, 4A. R. Kirby; A. Dunham; 
F. Cassel. Soxtcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co., for Stanton, Atkinson, 
& Hudson, Newcastle-upou-Tyne; George Reader § Co., for Hoyle, Shipley, 
¢ Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

{Reported by W. Morzis Carrer, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Toe annual general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the Hali of the Society on Friday, the 12th of July next, at 2 pm. 
precisely, for the election of a president and vice-president of the 
society, of ten members of the Council, in place of ten members who go 
out “ office by rotation, of three auditors, and for other purposes of the 
society. 

The following are the names of the members of the Council who go out 
of office by rotation, and so far as is known all of them with the exception 
of Mr. G Keen, Mr. O. T. Saunders, Mr. R. L. G. Vas:all, will be 
nominated for re-election :—Mesrs. Addison, Attlee, Beale, Hollams, 
Keen, Milne, Sir A. K. Rollit, Mecers. Saunders, Vassall and Wightman. 

By order, E. W. Witu1amson, Secretary. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The following are the awards made by the Council upon the ‘Trinity 
ination held in Lincoln’s-inn-hall on the 21st, 22nd, and 23rd of 
May last :— 
~ Firnat Examination. 

Class I.—Witrrep G. Brown, Lincoln’s-inn, studentship of 100 guineas 
emi tenable for three years; Exic R. Watson, Inner Temple, certificate 
of honour. 

Olass II.—Harold B. Barkworth, Inner Temple; Robert Bayly, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Hugh C. Bischoff, Inner Temple; Arthur H. W. Uress, 
Middle Temple; Llewelyn O. Dalton, Gray's-inn; Oharles Doughty, 
Inner Temple; Edward R. Harrison, Middle Temple; Edward 8. Har: 

Francis H. B. Hodgson, Inner ‘I'emple; John J. Howe, Gray’s-inn ; 
Robert Obbard, Inner Temple; Michuel H. Rafferty, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Charles O. Remfry, Inner Temple ; Frederic H. Smitton, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Class III.—Sydney Ashley. Bhupendra N. Basu, and Kasi P. Basu, 
Gray’s-inn; Pestonji S. Batlivala, Lincoln’s-inn; Charles de S. 

vantudave, Gray’s-inn; Bernhard W. Bentiuck, Middle Temple ; 
Thomas P. Black, Lincoln’s-inn; Frank H. Boddington, Gray’s-inn ; 
Wensley H. Bond, George F. S. Bowles, Henry L. Brackenbury, 
James £. J. Brudenell-Bruce, and Reginald ©. Oarter, Inner Temple ; 
J. Obristian and Mohiny-mohan Unuckerbutty, Gray’s-inn ; Norman 
8. Coghill and Charles L. Vollard, Inner Temple ; William H. de Courcy, 
Middle Temple; Tekoo R. Ditta and Krishnarao B. Divatia, Gray’s- 
im; Hugh O. Dolbey, Middle Temple; George 8S. Elliston, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederick P. Fausset and Edgar T. Fawseett, Inner 
Temple; Fazl-i-Husain, Gray’s-inn; Thomas K. J. Fi , Inn 


Nai Chote, Inner Temple; Ernest G. 
W. Prichard, Gray’s-inn ; 


Herbert F. Hargreaves, Kenneth H. Hathorn, Henry C. W. Hawley, 
Daniel G. Hemmant, and Edward K. Henderson, Inner Temple ; d 
B. Hertz, Lincoln’s-inn ; Campbell B. Hulton, Inner Temple ; Salahuddin 
K. B. Khan, Gray’s-inn; Syed A. M. Khan, Inner Temple; Guy M. 
Kindersley, Lincoln’s-inn; John P. Lockwood and William R. Mills, 
Inner Temple; Morgan Morgan, Middle Temple ; Arthur de W. Mulligan, 
Gray’s-inn; Balfour H Neill and Robert H. Norton, Inner Temple; 
Eugene vU'Sullivan and Michael O'Sullivan, Gray’s-inn; William W. 
Otter-Barry, Inner Temple; Arthur M. Paddon and Cecil R. Phillips, 
Middle Temple ; Archibald H. Pocock, Lincoln’-inn ; Harold O. B. Roberts 
and Aubrey OU. Robinson, Inner Temple; Charles Ross, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Subodh O. Roy, Gray’s-inn ; Sukumar O. Roy, Lincoln’s-inn : Thomas E. 
Rushton and Robert Simpson, Middle Temple; Arthur H. D. Steel and 
Cecil R. Stephens, Inner Temple; William A. Stephens and Frederick 8. 
Tollit, Middie Temple; Oecil O. Weatherly and Robert H. Whitworth, 
Inner Temple; Roland P. Williams, Gray’s-inn; Robert W. Wylie, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Allan Young, Inner Temple. 

One hundred and eight were examined and eighty-two passed. 

The Barstow Law Scholarship was ountel to Edward R. Harrison, 
Middle Temple. 

Roman Law. 


Class I.—Clarence G. Moran, Inner Temple; Jasper F. More, Lincoln’s- 
inn; George A. Vickery, Middle Temple. 

Class II.—William £. Jardine, Middle Temple; Thomas 8. Jevons 
Inner Temple ; Robert A. Johnson, Gray’s-inn ; Prabhat K. Mukerji and 
John E. U’Connor, Middle Temple; Walter O. C.. Pakes, Gray’s-inn ; 
Godfrey E Reiss, Inner Temple; Arthur CO. Smith, Middle Temple. 

Class III.—Charles H. Agar, Inner Temple; Murtaza Ali, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Syed A. Ali, Abdul Aziz, Harold T. Baker, and Bertram A. Bevan- 
Petman, Inner Temple; H H. Blake, Lincoln’s-inn; Philip H. 
Cockwan, Middle Temple; Leslie C. Cox, Inner Temple; Harnam Das, 
Liucoln’s-inn ; Arthur W. Fenton, Middle Temple; Uscar J. Goedecher, 
Hamilton F. § Goold-Verschoyle, and William Grocs, Inner Temple: 
Jotindra C. Gupta, Gray’s-inu ; Cecil 8. Hartley, Lincoln’s-ion ; Graham 
P. Heywood, Inner Temple; Charles N. +. ¢ Wallace, Lincolu’s-inn ; 
Charles J. A. Hoskins, Harry J. Kemp, Allan S. H. Maclean, and Eravst 
Metzler, Middle Temple; Pandit G. P. Misra, and Sheikn D. Mohammad, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas A. J. Pile, and Govindan P. Pillai, Middle 
Temple; Hugh ©. Plowden-Wardlaw, Lincoln’s-inn; Wilfrid Price, 
Middle Temple; Edward W. Ridges, Lincoln’s-inn ; Edward B. Sherlock 
and Robert Simpson, Middle Temple; Autar Singh, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
George A. Terrill, Middle Temple; Hiralal Verma, and Thomas 8. C. 
Webster, Lincoln’s-inn ; Augustus A. Williams, Middle Temple. 

Sixty-seven were examined, and forty-seven Eight candidates 
were ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Hilary 
examination, 1902. 


ConstrTuTIONAL Law aNp Lecau History. 


Olass 11.—Ali H. M. Anwer and James ©. Backhoure, Gray’s-inn ; 
Vincent K. *. R. B. Browne, Middle Temple; Charles R. Buxton and 
Digby Cotes-Preedy, Inner Temp'e ; Thomas H. Greenwood, Gray’s-ivn ; 
Edwin Hyde, Middle Temple ; war S. Khan, Lincoln’s-inn; Basil N. 
Lang and Roger Payne, Inner Temple; William N: Raeburn and Faiz 
H. B. Tyabji, Middle Temple. 

Class Ii].—Hira L. Ahuja and Iltaf Ali, Lincoln’s-inu; Alban F. L. 
Bacon, Inner Temp'e; Amin U. Bahree, Lincoln’s-inn ; Kdward G. Boyle, 
Inuer Temple; Frederick Brocklehurst, Lincoln’s-ino; Robert F. 
Caraegie, Middle Temple ; John W. Church, Inner Temple ; Donald C. L. 
Cree, Lincoln’s-inn ; Senet A. O. Davies, Middle Temple; Oswald E. 
Dickinson, Gray’s-inn ; Uecil M. Firth and James R. C. H. Geddes, Inner 
Temple; Kehr S. Grewal, Liucoln’s-inn; Jotindra C. Gupta, Frank M. 
Horne, and Thomas H. Howson, Gray’s-inn; Robert P. Hughes and 
William E. Hughes, Middle Temple; Edward A. Hume, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Thomas M. Hunter, Inner Temple ; Robert A. Johnson, Gray’s-inn ; Charles 
M. Knowles and Stuart G. Knox, Middle Temple; Harold O. Lafone, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Alfred C. Lawrence, Middle Temple ; Henry L. Lubeck, Lin- 
coln’s-inn; Gerald A. Moncrieff and Richard W. Moore, Inner Temple ; 
Khan M. Nusruliah, Lincoln’s-inn ; Clement H. Pierson, Inner Temple ; 
Govindan P. Pillai, Middle Temple; Atma Ram, Gray’s-inn ; wee | G. 
Robertson, Inner Temple; Charles W. Rorich, Middle Temple; Walter H. N. 
Secker, Inner Temple ; Nirmal C. Sen, Gray’s-inn ; Edward B. therlock, 
Middle Temple; war H. and Khazan Singh, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Herbert L. Tebbs, Gray’s-inn ; . 
Emest A. 8S. Watt, Inner Temple; Augustu 
Temple; John A. Williams, Inner Temple; Gordon B. Winch, Middle 
Temple. 

Seventy-three were examined and fifty-eight passed. One candidate 
was ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Hilary 
examination, 1902. 4 


Evmence, Procepurg, anp Criminat Law. 


. Class I.—Henry CO. Dickens, Inner Temple; Robert H. Headley, Middle 
‘emple. 

Claes II.—Ahsan-ul-Haq, Lincoln’s-inn ; James C. Backhouse, Gray’s- 
inn; Alfred EK. Barnes, Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick H. Bowcher, Inner 


Temple; Arthur J. M. Bunce, Middie Temple; id ©. Carter 
and Harold T. Cawley, Inner Temple; John J. Fenelon, Middle 
Temple; Dennis G. Gilmore and Hugh J. Godley, Lincoln’s-ian ; 


Thomas H. Greenwood, Gray’s-inn; Syud 8. Hasan, Middle Temple ; 
almer, Lincolo’s-inn; Herbert 
Gerald N. Richardson, Inner Temple ; ~ py 





itzGerald, er 
Temple ; William H. P. Fox, Middle Temple; Fielding Gill, Gray’s-inn ; 





D. Roberts and Charles E. W. Stringer, Middle Temple; Alfred 


sylor, Lincoln’s-inn ; Courtney Terrell, Gray’e-inn. 
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Class IfI.—John CO. Adams. Syed A. Ali, Norman ©. Armitage, and 
Alban F. L. Bacon, Inner Temple; Bhupendra N. Basu, Gray’s-inn ; 
1 E. Belilios, Middle Temple; Vere IF’. Bertie, Inner Temple; John 
8.@. Bridge, Lincoln’s-inn; Peter J. Cooke, \Middle Temple; George 
Cox and William D. COrewdson, Inner Temple; Henry N. 
Devenish, James Dunbar, Mohammed F. Elahi, and Uhristopher 
J. W. Farwell, Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas De La G. Grissell, Inner 
Temple; William Houlding, Middle Temp!e; Henry F. Leotand, Inner 
Temple ; William G. Lewis, Gray’s-inn ; John F. Marshall, Inner Temple ; 
Maung Teain, Middle Temple; Devendra K Mullick avd Rabindra K. 
Naug, Gray’s-inn; Olement H Pierson and David T. H. Powell, Inner 
Temple; Jwala Prasad and Sant Ram, Lincoln’s-inn ; Syduey 8. Sawry- 
Cookson, Inner Temple; Jobn Shives, Middle Temple; Charles F. W. 
Struben and Kenneth R. Swan, Inner Temple; Hiralul Verma, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Ernest De Van Wetton and Gordon B. Winch, Middle Temple. 
Sixty-nine were examined and fifty-rrx passed. One candidate was 
ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Hilary 
examination, 1902. 








THE DINNER TO M. LABORI. 


M. Lazori was,on Wednesday, the guest at the annual dinner of the 
Hardwicke Society. Mr. J. B. Marruews, the president of the society, 
was in the chair, and among those present were the Lord Chancellor, many 
of the judges, and members of the bar, and, among other solicitors, Mr. 
Ellett, the president of the Incorporated Law Society. The balconies were 
occupied by ladies, among whom was Madame Labori. 

Mr. Justice Honcrs, the representative of Australia at the Imperial 
Conference, proposed ‘* The Houses of Parliament.”’ 

The Eant of Harpwicke replied for the House of Lords. 

The Soxicrror-Genzrat, in replying tothe toastof tbe H:« use of Commons, 
said that one peculiarity of that House was that it did not like lawyers. 
That was all the more peculiar because lawyers seemed to like the Houre 
of Commons, The curious fact was that the country seemed to like 
lawyers, seeing that there were something like 200 lawyers in that 
Mr DF. W vi sed 

. J. F. W. Garprarrn, vice-president of the society, havi Tro 
“The Bench,” : Pe ar 

The Lorp Cuanceior said it gave him infinite pleasure to see such 
an assembly, which had been prougnt together, not only to do 
honour to that society, of which he was one of the criginal 
members, but also to afford them the pleasure of meeting one 
of those distinguished advocates who mde the profersion of advocacy 
an honourable institution among menkind. With the circumstances 
had, no doubt, made his friend near him distinguished, not 
only in his own country, but throughout Europe, they had no particular 
concern. It might be that each nation had its own processes and forms 
istering justice. They had nothing to do with the modes of 
administering justice adopted by other nations; but they could, and did, 
recognize that the same qualities in all countries »nd at all times of 
, independence, and honour would always be reld in bonour by 
Speaking asa judge and returning thanks for the bench, it was, 
ape, only a paradox to say that the function of the judge was not to 
but to listen Whether that func’ion was universally observed was 
ef those questions which he declined to discurs.. All he would say was 
if judges ovly would appreciate what an invaluable assistance it was 
ir own minds to listen to those who had prepared their arguments 
were perfectly familiar with the facts, they would recognize that 
listening, at all events, was greatly to their advantage. The 
greatest orator of antiquity, whose name had been handed down as the 
type and specimen of what an orator ought to be, began a speech by saying 

that which the oath of the judge and the constitution prescribed was 
that he should equally hear both parties, and he proceeded to point out 
that it did not refer only to the fact of having no previous conception of 
what the facts were and no prejudice against either of the parties, but that 
each party should be permitted to argue what he was there to argue. 

Sir Francis Jeune, in proposing ‘‘ The Ber,’’ said that the presence of 
their distinguished visitor reminded them how +mall was the connection 
in France between the judges and the advocates. In England it was very 
difficult to conceive a state of things in which the two professions should 
be altogether separated He recognized tothe full the great advantages 
connected with the administration of the law in France and the 
advantage of that great code which France owed to the genius of her great 
Emperor; but the distinction which existed there between the judicial 
body and the body of advocates was one which be was prepared to admire 
rather than to imitate. 

The Atronwrr-Gexrnat, in replying, seid he never felt so proud of being 
able to respond to such a toast as on that occasion. In 18€4 Mr. Berryer 
was entertained by the English bar, and it was then said that 1t was not a 
matter of honour only to the individual, but that the occasion was one of 
happy augury for the fature as Prosagio cordial relations between the 

of England end France. English bar was proud to recognize 
in the bar of France there were to be found all those great qualities 
had led the profession to distinction in every civilized country. 
not speak of eloquence and learning, but of the fearless discharge 
, the intrepid courage of the advocate, regardless alike of the frown 
of er or the passing gusts of public opinion. It was because they 

found those qualities carried to their highest point in the bar of 
France that the members of the English bar were proud to claim them as 
*n. 
The Puxsiprst, in proposing the toast of the evening, ‘The Health of 
- Labori,”’ said that it was not only because of his high qualities as an 
advocate that they welcomed M. Labori there, it was because they 
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regarded him as the representative of the bar of a friendly nation, ang 
they regretted that the occasion so rarely arose when they could extend to 
the members of that bar that brotherly greeting which they extended to 
them that night in the person of M. Labori. 

The toast was drunk with ereat enthusiasm, the whole audience rising 
and cheering for several minutes. 

M. Lasonrt, in replying, said he thought he did not misunderstand the 
true meaniog of the demonstration. He was certainly deeply touched by 
all that had said, that was so exceedingly flattering, about himeelf; 
but he could not ignore the fact that the greatest part of it was due to 
their kindness and valuable sympathy. He could not flatter himself with 
the idea that they intended to psy an honour to the French Bar taken as 
a whole. He was not qualified to be there as the representative of the French 
order of barristers, nor had he any right to speak in their name. What the 
reception which had been accorded to him meant, if he was not mistaken, 
was to render special homage to the right of legal defence, so essential, 
and consequently so universal that men of different countries, however 
jealous they might be of their own national feelings, could join together 
and become one in proclaiming it inviolable. In admitting a foreign 
barrister they not only marked in a manifest way their ief that the 
right of defence was a natural right; they shewed at the same time that 
it was the common aim of all barristers to protect this right, which from 
the most ancient times had been committed as a sacred deposit to the bars 
of all civilized nations. The bar, in fact, was indispensable to secure to 
the advocate the liberty and the power to accomplish his professional duties, 
It had been rightly said that without independence there was no bar. 
It was no less true to add that without a bar there was no independence 
for the nation ; and where would this be better understood or more highly 

roclaimed than in such au assembly of men as were there that evening, 
5 a country where liberty from olden times had been at the base of every 
political institution, where judicial power stood so high that in all parts 
of the world it was looked up to as a model of authority, independence, and 
justice, where the bar enjoyed so much credit and consideration that it 
was deemed worthy of producing the most eminent members of the bench. 

Subsequently M. Lazsort said that the president had taken 
the initiative in asking him to speak in French, and he de- 
livered an impassioned address in French, in the course of which he said 
that they were unanimous in their admiration for the ideal bar, they 
respected it, they loved it profoundly, as from a national’ point of view 
they loved the Fatherland, as the source of all greatness, goodness, and 
independence He had learnt through difficult hours that toe bar was an 
admirable institution. It was superior to the shortcomings of men, it was 
a power which was at once beautiful, admirable, and marvellous. Let him 

te to them a little incident which bad happened to himself. There 
was a time when the advocate must forget himeelf in the midst of the fury 
of the tempest, in the midst of the passion and hatred of the crowd. Atsuch 
a time, when he was most in need of it he himself had seen the head of the 
order, the batonnier, the advocate of his adversaries, rise in the court and 
claim a hearing for his brother advocate. Such men were the friends pro- 
duced by the bar. An institution which created such friends, was it not 
worthy of admiration? Let them drink te the toast of the bar, not to the 
toast of the English bar, not to that of the French bar, but to that of the 
ideal bar, which meant the ideal of independence and justice, to which 
both the bar of England and the bar of France were devoted. 

Mr. A. Granam Muruay, K.C.,, M.P., proposed ‘‘The Hardwicke 
Society. ”’ 

Sir E. Cranxe, K C., ex-president, responded. 

Mr. J. Lawson Watron, K.U., M.P., ¢x-president, proposed ‘“ Our 
Guests,” which was responded to by Lerd Morris. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Joun Winrernoruam Barren, K.O., died on Monday evening, ou 
the railway platform at Goriug, while waiting for the train to retura t) 
London. Mr. Batten was educated at Mull-hill School, and was articled 
to Mr. Lindsay Winterbotham, of Stroud. Subsequently, however, he 
determined to migrate to the other brauch of the profession, aud was 
called to the bar in 1872. He mainly practised at the Parliamen‘ary Bar, 
and before the Railway Commission. 


APPOINTMENTS 
Mr. Epwanp Sraniey Movip Pgsowns, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. 
Adler & Perowne, of 48, Oopthall-avenue, London, E U., has been 
appoint d a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Perowne was admitted in 1886. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLUTIONs. e 
Wiuuiam Banks and Roxesy Dovoetas Mappock, solicitors (Banks & 
Maddock), Heywood. Sept. 1, 1900. The business will in future be 
carried on at Heywood aforesaid by Rokeby Douglas Maddock and James 
Macfie alone, under the style and firm of ks, Maddock, & Macfie. 
[ Gazette, May 31. 
Faancis WiuiaM Hirneny and Henry Hinuery, solicitors (F. W. & H. 
Hilbery), 20, Great St. Helens, London; (Hilberys) 4, South-square, 
Gray’s-inn, London. Nov, 24, 1900. [ Gazette, June 4. 


GENERAL, 


Lord Justice Rigby resumed his seat in the Court of Appeal om 
ednesday. 
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In the course of the trial of the Brooks will case at Edinburgh, it was 
stated that the testator , Sir William OCurliffe Brooks, had made about 200 
wills alt ogether. 


At a meeting of the Senate of the University of Dublin on the 4th inst. 
it was decided to confer the honorary degree cf LL.D, on Sir Edward H. 
Carson, K.C., M.P. 

Mr. Willes Chitty, the newly-appointed King’s Bench Master, com- 
menced his duties at Ohambers on Tuesday, when he received the con- 
gratulations of Lord Dunboyne and the other Masters of the Division. 


Maitre Labori has accepted the invitation of the treasurer (Mr. Justice 
Mathew) and the benchers of Lincoln’s-mmn to dine with them in their 
hall on the ‘‘ Grand Day ”’ of Trinity Term, on Tuesday, the 11th inst. 


At the Carlisle City police-court last week, says the Times, William 
Osbert Edwards, solicitor, was remanded for a week on the charge of 
misappropriating £320 belonging to a client. It was stated that other 
charges would be preferred against Mr. Edwards. 


A woman, says an evening journal, was about to have an oath 
administered to her in Aberdeen police-court, and the magistrate asked 
her: ‘ My good woman, do you know the nature of an oath?’’ ‘* Weel,’’ 
said the witness, ‘‘ I think I should. My man’s a shore labourer!” 


There are again rumours of the resignation of Mr. Commissioner Kerr, 
who, it is affirmed, has effected a compromise with the Corporation in the 
matter of his pension, and has to accept £3,000 instead of the 
£3,500 a year which he claimed. Geis eighty years of age, and has held 
his present appointment since 1859. 


Trinity sittings were opened on Saturday at the Four Courts, Dublin 
says the Irish correspondent of the Times. At a mee of the benchers 
Mr. T. Henry Maxwell, of the North-east Bar, was elected Professor of 
Equity Pleading and Practice at the King’s Inns for the next three years 
in the room of Mr. Molyneux Barton, the retiring professor. 


An explanation of the remarkably good English which M. Labori spoke 
at the Hardwicke dinner is, says the Westminster Gazette, to be found in 
the fact that at the age of twenty M. Labori spent a year in England as a 
student. But the good English can, of course, be partly traced to 
his marriage with an Australian, Madame Labori, whom he met when 
studying in England. 

Black silk gowns are, says the Albany Law Journal, to be wotn by the 
justices of the Appellate Division of the New York Supreme Court of 
the Second Judicial Department beginning on the 4th of March. This 
innovation was suggested rome time ago, but Justice Ed M. Cullen, 
now of the Court of Appeals, opposed the scheme effectively. Presiding 
Justice Goodrich states that after the 4th of March all the justices of the 
appellate courts in the State will wear gowns. 


The Lord Chief Justice, says the Zimes, presided at a meeting of the 
members of the Taxation Committee, who are in a rearrapgement 
of the system of taxation of costs at present prevailing in the Supreme 
Court, which was held on Wednesday afternoon in his private room at the 
Law Courts, when there were present Sir Francis Jeune, Mr. Justice 
Mathew, Mr. Justice Kekewich, several of the masters, reprerenting the 
various departments of the Supreme Court, and Mr. Kenneth Muir 
Mackenzie, K.C. 


The Court of Session judges at Edinburgh were, says the St. James’s 
Gazette, hearing a case the other day. Counsel, referring to a marriage, 
said that his client was ‘‘jockeyed’’ into a promise. Lord Young: 
Chivied into it? Lord Trayner: I do not know what “‘j ing’ a 
man into a marriage means. The case must be argued in plain English. 
Counsel: I mean pushed into it. ‘‘Jockeyed’’ is becoming a very 
common expression. Lord Trayner said there were too many phrases 
used at the bar which were slangy. He did not like them, did not 
understand them. 


Mr. F. F. Smith, the Registrar of the Rochester County Covrt, has 
published (price 1s.) a very useful a!pbabetical analysis of the schedules of 
county court fees authorized by the order of the 22nd of February, 1901. 
That order i} not framed alphabetically, and it is difficult to ascertain from 
it the fees to be paid. In Mr. Smith's analysis the numbers of the fees in 
the several schedules are given, while the fees are arranged alphabetically 
in large type. The analysis is likely to be found very useful both in 

strars’ offices and to solicitors practising in county courts. No 
publisher’s name is mentioned on the pamphlet. 


Writing on Mr. Evarts, the late American lawyer and statesman, the 
Albany Law Journal recalls some instances of his wit. Atadinner tendered 
by Bishop Potter to T. B. Potter, a member of the British Parliament, 
several other distinguished men answering to the name of Potter were 
present. This fact prompted Mr. Evarts to tell the company of a dazed 

man who put up the petition, **O Lord, let us never forget that 
Thou art the clay and we are the Potters.” Mr. Choate is fond of telling 
of how Mr. Evarts replied to an impossible toast at a Harvard dinner 
which he (Choate) presided over. Instead of asking the men who were 
down for speeches to respond to the regulation toasts, Mr. Choate read off 
4 question to each from one of the college examination papers, and then 
called up his victim. The query which fell to Mr. Evarts was this: ‘“‘ Why 
is it that the stomach, which continually digests food, is never iteelf 
digested ?’’ Kvarte in response said: “I have attended a good many 
dinners before this, and long ago, asa result of my experience 

with them, before setting out from New York to attend one of these feasts, 
Talways divest myself of the coats of my stomach and hang them up in 
my wardrobe,”’ 


It is stated that the Imperial Conference, which has been summoned by 
Mr. Chamberlain to meet at the Colonial Office to consider the question of 
the appointment of an Imperial Court of A will not assemble before 
the end of June. Mr. W. B. Morgan, K.C., who is to represent Natal, 
was expected to reach England in The Norman this week. Among other 
delegates are Mr. J. Rose-Innes, who will et Cape Colony, Sir J. 
hee se (New Zealand), the Hon. Da Mills (Canada), and Mr. 
Justice Hodges (the Commonwealth of Australia). Mr. Chamberlain will 
preside over the proceedings of the conference, w! will be quite private. 


At the Westminster police-court on Friday in last week, Charles Noble, 
late chief casbier and accountant to Messrs. Ourrey, Holland, & 
Currey, solicitors, of Great ao, Westminster, was brought up 
in custody on remand charged with forgery, falsification of accounts, and 
theft. Thedefendant was for thirty years in the employ of the prosecutors, 
and recently absconded after being interrogated on the discovery of 
irregularities in the books. Mr. Dutton, for the prosecution, made a 
statement as to the defendant’s book-keeping methods, and said that in 
the most clever way he had made alterations and erasures in the books 
and bank paying-in slips. Investigation was still going on, but in con- 
sequence of the very clever way in which these frauds been committed 
it was difficult to complete the inquiry. Noble was remanded in custody. 


On Tuesday, upon an application to postpone the hearing of a case until 
Monday, in consequence of the witnesees having to be brought from Ply- 
mouth, Mr. Justice Grantham, says the Daily Telegraph, ressed his 
surprise that litigants should bring their causes to Lenten. 
be heard. These cases, he said, might well be tried in the 
localities from which they came, where they had good barristers w 
their own circuits thoroughly competent todo the work. Instead of hettne 
the sean heard in the country, they were t up _ — 
enormously increasing the costs. Turning to jury, lo : 
I daresay you have often seen in the papers complaints about the delay in 
the work in the London courts, and that is due to the fact that people will 
try country cases here. If tried within their own circuits they would be 
heard in less time and at half the cost. For some reason or other, the 
parties will bring them up to London, so that London juries are detained 
and London litigation delayed. When you read these stories in the news- 
papers you will be able to realize that it is not our fault, but the fault of 
the people who bring these country cases to occupy our time here. 


The Court of Appeals of Maryland has, says the Central Lew Journal, 
recently decided a question in the case of Gambrill v. Schooley, which 
they declare has not been considered previously in any reported 
case. It was held that the dictation of defamatory matter to a con- 
fidential stenographer constitutes a publication upon which to found 
an action, the court saying “‘we have no doubt that the dictation 
of these letters to the stenographer was the publication of a slander, 
for which, if nothing further had been done by either, an action of 
slander could have _ —— but yp Anny doubt that the 
stenographic notes, the typewritten copy, e letterpress copy 
constituted the publication of a libel, and that either slander or 
libel could be maintained, as the appellee should elect.”” The principal 
argument against such position, briefly, was that, in view of the almost 
universal employment in this country of stenographers, and the necessity 
for such employment through the custom of business, a communication to 
a stenographer should b3 made an exception to the general rule. In 
answer to this contention the court said: ‘* Neither the prevalence of 
business customs or methods, nor the pressure of business which co 
resort to stenozraphic assistance, can make that legal which is illegal, nor 
make that innocent which would otherwise be actionable. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 


Rora or Rearstaars 1 ATTENDANCE OF 














Date. Emerorxcy Aprgat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. 2 KRKEWIcE. Brner. 
10 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. Jackson Mr. W. Leach 
Godtrey King Pembe: ton 
Beal Church Jackson W. Leach 
Church King Pemberton Greswell 
King Church Jackson W. Leach 
R Leach King Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Haroy, Farwestt. Buck.ey. Jorer, 
Monday, June ......... 10 Mr, RB, Leach Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Greswell 
Apel “uu” Beal Farmer Pugh W. Leach 
Wedneaday . 12 R Leach Godfrey Carrington 
Thursday .. . 38 Beal Farmer Pugh Jackson 
Friday .. 4 R Leach todfres Carrington Pugh 
Saturday 16 Beal Farmer Pugh Carrington 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1901. 
COURT OF APPEAL. Apprat Covrr IT. 
A Covrr I. 
Final and int locator 7 J —m the | The oe List — seamen 
i Bench Division, the New Trial from Chancery, , Divorce, 
Foon, and In re The Workmen's Com- and ea | Divisions, and the County 
pensation act. 
App motns ex pte Appeals in Bankruptey 


T June 4} mots, and from 
= mad fs on interfooutory mote 
Appeals 





N.B.—The or other Business pro- | 
taken in Appeal I. will, | Tues, J 4< made on mots 
ayy ty in the _ list), and gen i 



















































ROCESS OE NI 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 8, rgor. 








y 5) i 
—— iay gj Cban gen list 


Friday ws. 7...Bkey and Chan gen list 


Tuesday .....11 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 
Wednesday 12(0n appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 


req 
County Palatine a; (if 
‘Faussiey 8 { reach: d) and Chan pen list 






ome 4 a and Chan gen list 
Monda ; 1 Chan gen list 
Tuesda: 18 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 
Wednesday 19{on appeal mots (sep 
} list), and Chan gen list 
if required 
Thursday ...20...Chan gen list 


Friday ...... 21...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
F tam 22) oT 

onday......24 > Chan gen list 
Tuesday ...25 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Wednesday 26 ( made on appeal mots (sep 
list). and Chan gen list if 
required 
Thursday ...27 . Chan gen list 
Friday __.. 28... Bkcy and Chan gen list 
age | +29 
Mon. July 1 Chan gen list 
Tuesday ... 2 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 
Wednesday 3¢ on ap mots (sep list), 
and Chan gen fist if 





County. Pal 

aunty atine a (if | 
Shaaateg ... ¢ | sonchdsls ome nem oie 
Friday ...... 5...Bkey and Chan gen list 


6 
Monday...... 3} Chan gen list 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Wednesday 10 { made on appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if | 


req 
Thursday ...11...Chan gen list 
es —— and Chan gen list 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from o 

Wednesday 17 { made on appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
required 

Thursday ...18,,.Chan gen list 

Friday ...... 19., Bkey and Chan gen list 


Saturday +20 ) 
Monday......22 } Chan gen list 
Tuesday ...23) 





App motns ex pte—orgl 

mots—apps from ords 

Wednesday 24( made on appeal mots (sep | 

list), and Chan gen list if | 
required 

.--25,..Chan gen list | 

Friday ...... = ..Bkey and Chan gen list | 


App wotns ex pte—orgl | 
(mots apps from ords 
Wednesday 31{ made on app mots sep 
list), and Chan gen list if | 
Cone Palatin 
oun ine a if | 
Thuse, Aug. 1 { reached) and Chan py Rs 
Friday ...... 2...Bkey and Chan gen list 
Saturda: 


wT «a 8 
Monday...... 5 | Chan gen list | 
Tuesday ... 6) 
App motos ex pte—orgl | 
{ mote ~ apps from ords 
Wednesday 7‘ made on app mote (sep 


{ lists. and Chan gen list if | 
requised | 
Thursday ... 8.. Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 9...Bacy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...10 Ch 4 
Monday... 12} Chan gen list 
N.B.—Lunacy Matters (when any) will be 
taken on Mondays at Eleven o’ciock, and 
Probate and Livorce Final Appeals will 
be taken on days to be appointed by the 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Cuaxcery Cover I. 
Mz. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The following will be the Order of 
Business :— 


Monday— Chamber @ummoners. 
Causes, Petitions, and 
Summonses. - 


Friday — Motions and Adjourned Sum- 
monses. 


N.B.—The first day of the Sittings, Tues- 
day, June 4, will also be a Motion Day. 

Saturday— Adjourned Summonses. 

Actions without Witnesses (not marked 
short) and Further “onsiderations will 
be heard on days from time to time 
annousced in Daily Cause List. 

Short Causes will be put into Tuesday’s 
List on the necessary papers (inctuding 
ged being left with the Judge’s 


N.B.—If there are any Cases with Witnesses 
which it is convenient for Mr. Justice 
Kekewich to try, notwithstanding that 
he is ordinarily taking Non-Witness 
Business only, they will be announced 
in the Daily Cause List. 


Cuancery Covrt II. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE. 
Tues,, June 4...Mots and non-wit list 


Wednesday. 5 on 
Thursday v. 6 : Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 7...Mots and non-qit list 


, | Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ... 8) sums, and aol list 
Monday...... 10.,.8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ..11 
Wednesday 12> Non-wit list 
Thursday ...13 
Friday ...... 14. —_ and non-wit a 

{ Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...15} sums, and non-wit list 
Monday ..... 17... Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...18 ) 
Wednesday 19 > Non-wit list 
Thursday ...20 j 
Friday ..... 21.. —_ and —— list 
. . | Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...22 ( sums, and non-wit list 


Monday ....24...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... ) 

Wednesday 26 > Non-wit list 
Thursday ...27 ) 


Friday ...... 28. i and non wit list 
§Sht caus, ts, procedure 
Saturday ...29 ) come, and ae wit list 
Mon., July 1...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday...... 2 
Wednesday 3 Non wit Jist 
Thursday ... 4 
Friday ...... 5 t¥ and non wit list 
caus ocedure 
Saturday ... 6 ( sums, and aed list 
Monday ..... 8...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 9 
Wednesday 10} Non wit list 
Thursday ,..11 
Friday ......12 Siete and ee al 
wr t caus, , procedure 
Saturday ...13 { sums, and ne it list 
Monday......15.. sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...16 ) 
Wednesday ! j Non wit list 


Friday ......19 . Mots and non wit list 
Saturday ...20! Sht caus, pets, procedure 

“+ sams, and non wit list 
Monday... 2%2...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...23 j 
Wednesday 24 > Non wit list 
Thursday ...26 j 
Friday aeperh and oe list 

Sht caus. » procedure 

Saturday ...37 t sums, and non wit list 


Monday..... 29...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...30 ) 
Wednesday 31 ' Non wit list 
Thurs., Aug. 1 
Friday ..... 2 ny and non wit ms 

» t caus, pets. pr ure 
Saturday ... 8 { sums, and - wit list 
Monday ..... 5., Sitting in chambers 


Tu ae ) 

Wednesday ; f Non wit list 

Friday .. ... 9., = and non wit list 

. s { Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Raturday ...10 ( sums, and oe wit jist 

Monday ..... 12... Sitting in chambers 

The witness actions retained by Mr. Justice 
Byrne will be takea from time to time as 
the state of the Non-Witness List may 
permit; but motions and petitions wiil 
always be taken on Fridays and Saturdays 
respectively throughout the itt ngs. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the ne papers, in- 
cluding two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order, must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
Paper, 


Cuawcery Covrt III. 
Me. Justice COZENS-HARDY. 
tom, June 4.,.Mots and gen pa 
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6 y — Adj 


- 5) 
Thursday ... g 5 General paper 


—— 


Friday ....., 7 . Mots and gen pa Tuesday ... 6...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Liverpool and Manchester | Wed. ......... 7 : 
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itting i book at least one clear day before the 
oon = ha Sa sch | same can be put in the paper to be so 
Wednesday 19 General paper heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
Thursday ...20 proposed judgment or order must be left 


in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 

N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
yoy ge are a ay for Oe use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T'wo Copies of Minutes 

Thursday ...27 } General paper | of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 

Friday . ...28...Mots and gen pa Copy Pleadin 3s, and 1 Copy Master's 

Saturday ...29,..Sht caus, pets, & gen pa Certificate, which must be left in Court 

ae July 1...8itting in chambers with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 


Friday __...21...Mots and genpa __ | 
Saturday ...22| Manthester and ‘Liverpool | 


Tu ¥ 3 before the Further Consideration is ready 
Wednesday a General paper to come into the paper. 

Thursday ... 4 

Friday ... 5...Mots and gen pa | 

Saturday ... of {arepoot and Manchester | Lorp CHancettor’s Court. 


Me. Justice FARWELL, 


Except when other Busiaess is advertised 
m the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Far- 
well will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings to the ex- 
clasion of other Busiaess. 


Monday .... 8... Sitting in chambers 

ee, +... 9...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
esday 10) 

Thursday ...11§ General paper 

Friday ......12...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...13 ..Sht caus, pets, & gen pa 

Monday......15...Sitting im chambers 

Tuesday ...16...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 


Wednesday 17} . : 
Thursday ...18 5 General paper Cuancery Court IV. 
Friday ..... 19...Mots and gen pa Me. Justice BUCKLEY. 


Saturday ...20 oe and Liverpool 
Monday......22...Sitting in chambers 

Eee ...23 .. Sht caus, pets, & gen pa 
toni a } General paper 

Friday ......26 Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...27...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
..+...29 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday --80 ) 

. See 3t ; General paper 

Thurs,, Aug. 1) 

Friday ...... 2...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ... 3 { Liverpool and Manchester 


Except waen other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List. Mr. Justice Bu 
will tak+ Actions with Witnesses daily 
throughout the Sittings to the exclusion 
of other Business, 


Kixo’s Bencu Court I, 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice 
Jo’ will take Actions with Witnesses 
dally throughout the Sittings to the ex- 
clusion of other Business. 








usiness 
Monday...... 5...8itting in chambers 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1901. 


AppeaL Court I.—Norices. 

King’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken on Tuesday, June 4, 
and probably on every Monday in the Sittings. E 

N.B.—The Appeals or other Businees proposed to be taken in this Court 
wiil, from time to time be announced in the Daily Oause List. 

ArpeaL Court I[.—Nortcrs, 

Appeal Motions from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce Division 
will-be taken on Tuesday, June 4, Weinesdiy, June 12, and every 
Wednesday duri»g the Sittings. 

Bankruptcy Appeals will be taken on Friday, June 7, and following 
Fridays. 

aan from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Oourts (if reached) 
will be taken on Thursday, Juve 18, Thuraday, July 4, and Thureday, 
August 1. 

Subject to the above, Chancery Final Appeals will be taken every day 
until surther notice. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce Final Appeals will be taken on a day to be 
appointed, notice of which will be given. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(General List.) 


Tubes ld v Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube Cold appl of defts from order 
or Mr Justice Buckley. dated May 29, 1900 (c a v March 12) 

Attorney-General v Simpson appl of deft L T Simpson from order of 
Mr Ju-tics Farwell, duted Nov 21, 1899 (c a v April 2) 


FROM THE OHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIOV (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General List.) 


1899. 

In re Tiemann’s Patent, AD, 1893, No 8736, &c and Patents, Designs, &c 
Acts appl of petnrs Franz. Fritache & Co from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 3, 1899 (security ordered March 14, 1900) 
Aug 30 

Foster ¥ British Drying Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 10, 1899 (order to wind up deft co, dated April 4, 
1900) Nov 21 


1900. 
Tebb vy Oave appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 
1900 (security ordered) April 5 
| Campbell Davys v Lloyd appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bucknill 
j for Mr Sustlos Stirling, dated April 4, 1900 April 19 
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In re Robinson Pattison v Wilkinson appl of pltff from order of Mr FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Justice Stirling, dated March 3, 1900 May 21 
In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Co ld Smith (on behalf, &c) v Judgment Reserved. 


Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust ld from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 May 24 

Whitstable Oyster Fishery Oo v a Fisheries 1d appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 9, 1900 June 18 

Inre Perry Volckman v Bartlett appl of deft H H Bartlett from order 
of Mr Justice Stirling, dated April 10,1900 June 19 

Merchants’ Fire Office ld v Armstro appl of defts W HG Newell and 
ors from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 1, 1900 June 8 
Merchants’ Fire Office vArmstrong appl of deft D Davidson from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 23,1900 June 20 The Merchants’ 
Fire Office ld v Armstrong appl of J Robertson from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 23,1900 Aug 10 

Hand v Blow appl of C Hodgkinson from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated June 14,1900 June 28 

Marshalls 1d v Chameleon Patents Manufacturing Co ld appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 12, 1900 July 2 

Qase v Oressy appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
March 2, 1900 July 4 

Burnyeat v Whitehaven Joint Stock Banking Co ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 14, 1900 July 4 

Barclay & Cold v Drucker appl of deft from judgt ‘of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated June 16, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex (K B Division 
Final List) by order Drucker v Gibson appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Dec 20,1900 Jan 4,1901 Gibson v Drucker 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Jan 4, 1901 
Barclay v Drucker appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Jan 12, 1901 (K B Division {mterlocutory List) by order 

The Isle of Thanet Electric Tramway & Lighting Co ld v Abbot appl of 
plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Byrne, dated June 21, 1900 July 7 

Inre Hunt Pollard vGréake appl of deft J W Leppard from order of 
Mr Justice Stirling, dated May 29,1900 July 7 

Chamberlain & Hookham ld v The Mayor &c of Bradford appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated May 25, 1900, and motion to 
adduce further evidence (by order) July 9 

Inre A W Dunn Brinklow v Singleton appl of petnr Barr from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated June 10,1900 July 14 

In re Hayes Turnbullv Hayes appl of deft C E Hayes from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated June 19,1900 July 18 

Inre Woolnough Fuller v Woolnough “ppl of plitff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 23, 1900 July 20 : 

Earl of Lonsdale v Countess of Berchtoldt appl of Sir J M Scott from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 18, 1900 July 25 

Inre Winstone Winterbotham v Winstone appl of deft G A Winstone 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated July 16,1900 July 26 

In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 1, 1900 (produce order) March17 In re Frith 
Newton v Rolfe appl of defts W E Rolfe & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, on further consideration, dated May 24, 1900 (to 
come on together) July 30 

Goodwin v The Ivory Soap Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated July 25, 1900, and motion for further evidence by order, 
Nov 7, 1900 July 30 

Bowden v Watts appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
June 28, 1900 (produce order) Aug 1 

W Marshall & Coldvy AH Bull ld appl of defts Petty & Sons ld from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 7, 1900 Aug 2 

Assets Development Co ld v Close Bros & Co appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 27,1900 Aug 8 

Hildersheimer vy W & F Faulknerld appl of defts Ward F Faulkner ld 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 7, 1900 Aug 8 

In re Marquis of Aylesbury Wilmot v Gardiner appl of Messrs Skinner 
& Co from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 17, 1900 Aug 9 

Ourtis v Baines appl of J G Baines and 8 Baines from order of Official 
Referee, dated May 21,1900 Aug 9 

Warren v Brown appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Aug 8, 19 Aug 10 

In re Malcolm Hay v School, &c, of Antiquity appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 26, 1900 Aug 10 

Inre Hey Perkins v Hey appl of deft E J Stocks from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated July 19, 1900 Aug 10 

Inderwick v Tatchell Tatchell v Lindner Inderwick v Inderwick appl 
So’ io oy action from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 27, 

ug 

In re Knapp ‘Tarver v Tarver appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated June 13, 1900 Aug 14 

Inre Bowyer Woolmer v Jones appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Aug 8, 1900 Aug 15 

Pelham Clinton v Duke of Newcastle appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Aug 3, 1900 Aug 15 

In re The Barrow Howmatite Steel Co ld & reduced and In re the Companies 
Acts, 1867 & 1877 appl of Barrow Hamatite, &c Co from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 11,1900 Aug 15 

Quartermaine v Kent, Sussex & General Land Soc appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, dated Aug 11, 1900 (produce order) 


Aug 16 
Holly vy Rumsey Green v Rumsey appl of pltff J © Holly & deft ES 
Holly from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 5, 1900 (s 0 for 
as Certificate that he does not require any further argument) 
ug 16 








(Final List.) 


The Driefontein Consolidated Mines 1d v Janson appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated June 1, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex 
(c a v April 25) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 


Rowlands (applt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
of par kn Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb it 1899 (eecurity ordered) 
March 3 

1900. 


The West Rand Central Gold Mines Co ld v de Rougemont appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated June 1, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex (s o till after judgt given in ‘‘ The Driefontein Consolidated 
Mines ld, &c.,”"—by order) June 25 

Short v Foss appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Oct 28, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Jan 27 

Brown v Lawrence &Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
dated June 23, 1900, without a jury, apy yo heard July 18 

Fisher v Plumbly appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
March 12, 1900, without jury, Middlesex March 24 

Kerin (widow) & ors v Weston appl of pltffs from j of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 16, 1900 (security ordered) June 16 

Barclay & Co ld v Drucker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated June 16, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex (to be heard in 
Appeal Court NoII) July 6 

McGrath v Elder, Dempster & Co appl of pltff from judgt of The Judge 
of the Court of Passage (Liverpool), dated July 11, 1900 (security 
ordered) Aug 1 

Synchromy Syndicate ld v'Turata appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated July 17, 1900, without jury, Middlesex (so June 10) 
Aug 11 

Gray v Howcroft & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
July 31, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Aug 15 

Price & Pierce v The e Insce Cold appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated July 2, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 15 

Kessell & Co v H Lyon & Mayer appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Aug 1, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 16 

Attey & anr v Forsluid & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Aug 6, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Aug 20 

Vivian v Port Talbot Ry & Docks Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated July, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Aug 22 

Marwood v Taylor appl of pltff from judgt of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated 
July 12, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Sept 12 

Sanders v Minstrell appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
Aug 20, 1900, without jury, Warwick 7 17 

Tilbury v Hood appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
21, 1900, Middlesex t 24 

Prescott, Dimsdale, Cave, Tugwell & Co ld v Wright onpPl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Aug 2, 1900, without jury, 
Middlesex Oct 17 

In the Matter of Robert Fairer Mason, a solr, and In re Solicitors Act, 
1888 — + solr from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Darling, dated 
Aug 3, Oct 23 

Campion & Co v Valentine Extract Oo ld & ors appl of ee from judgt 
of Mr Justice Darling, dated Juiy 21, 1900, without jury, idlesex Oct 

The Steamship Balmoral Co ld v Marten appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated Aug 11, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 2 

Macdonald & anr v Faulkner appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Oct 25, 1900, without jury, Middlesex (stay of execu- 
tion pending appeal) Nov 5 

Lawther v Black mas | of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
Oct 30, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 8 

Baker, Freeman & Co v Tottenham appl of se Soom Judes of Ms Sustio 
Darling, dated Nov 2, 1900, witnout jury, ov 9 

Marsden & Sons v Capital & Counties Newspaper Oo ld and Bottomley 
appl of deft Bottomley from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 1, 
1900, common jury, Middlesex Nov 16 

Ward v Fry appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 
12, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 17 

Marks v Pape appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Nov 5, 1900, 5 jury, wl of pitite Nov 17 wees 

Paul Boyer ld v Edwards ap from judgt ustice Darling, 
dated Nov 5, 1900, - e+ Middlesex Nov 17 

Jenni v Mather (Gray, clmt) (Crown Side) appl of clmt @ on 

f ¢ — from Justices‘ Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Nor 3, 
1900 Novl 

Cullum v Hodges appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Nov 7, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 19 , 

Vaux & Son v Wimperis & Arber a Se fom ent of Mr 
Justice Grantham, dated Nov 3, 1900, without jury, Mi Nov 22 

The Vestry of the Parish of St James & St John, Clerkenwell (appellants) 
v J Edmondson & Son, respondents (Crown Side) pl of oe 
from the judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Nov 16, 1900 Nov 26 

(Zo be continued.) 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to May 25, 1901.) 


Before Mr. Justice Kzexrwicu. 
Actions with Witnesses, by Order. 
Grace v Ashford - act 
Farnbam v Milward act & sumns 
Martin v Smith act 
Kirchenstein vy Bacon act 
Gilbert v Tobutt act 
Clowes v Parsons act 
Downie v Whitaker act 
Carter v Langworthy act 


Causes for Trial (without 
Witnesses). 
Villar v Brander act 
t v Trotter act (without 
jowson v Jennings m f j 
(short) 
meas & Co mf j 
(short) 





Before Mr. Justice Waicur. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

Lucia Silver Mines ld (petn of 
Frank Jackson & Co) 
Harvey & Williams ld 

Wills 1d) 
Property Gazetteer ld (petn of E 


) 

Fred Knight & Co ld (petn of P 
Boxhi & anr) 

» tw Investment Oorpn 
, (petn of Guarantee and 
General Trading Oorpn 1d) 

W E Tucker & Oo ld (petn of 
R A Briggs) 

-American [Exchange ld 
(petn of H Howick) 

British Electric Works Co ld (petn 
of Samuel Walker 1d) 

Hodges & Todd ld (petn of TG 

ood & Sons) 


Pegamoid ld (petn of T G 
Hockley) 


Before Mr. Justice Byrne. 
Retained by order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Johnson v Bath act 

Phillips v Howell act 

In re Auldjo Auldjo v Royds 
Roydsv Auldjo act and counter- 
claim 


In re CObambers Bradbury v 
Chambers act 

Bellamy v Parker act 

Fletcher v Goodwin 
Fletcher act 


(petn of 


Goodwin v 


Procedure Summons. 
Horlick v Cavendish & ors 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses). 

In re The London Parochial 
Charities (expte Central London 
Ry Co) adjd sumns pt hd 

In re Schofield Schofield v Coulter 
adjd sumns pt hd (s 0 liberty to 


restore) 

Warner v Prudential Assce Co ld 
act 

In re Jupe Standerwick v Oakshott 


adjd sumns (8 © liberty to 
restore) 
McLaren v McLaren act for 


trial without witnesses (restored) 


In re Kuberts hvub.rts v Parry | 


adjd sumns 
In re Sege Sage v Sage adjd 


sumns 

In re Newton, dec Portman v 
Newton adjd sumns 

In re Wadmore Mello v Ficklin 
adjd sumns 





| 





In re Harvey Harvey v Harvey 
adjd sumns 
In re Fish Prestige v Lea adjd 


sums 

In re Cooper Oooper v Johnson 
adjd sums 

In re Ooodes & Settled Estates 
adjd sums 

In re John Jesse, dec Duncan v 
Jesse adjd sums 

Walker v The Langton Hall Co ld 
special case (filed May 8, 1901) 

Muse v Fairlie adjd sums 

In re John Holroyd, dec Hustler 
v Holroyd adjd sums 

In re Sowerby Graham v Sowerby 
adjd sumns 


Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Ward v Wilron act (pleadings to 
be amended) 

The National Society for the 
Distribution of Elec'ricity by 
Secondary Generator: ld v Gibbs 
act and counter-claim June 12, 
after No 3) 

In rede Almeda Sourdis v Keyser 
issues for trial (June 11, after 
pt hd) 

Black v Williams act 

In re Deighton’s Patent, No. 15,670 
of 1896 petn entered in Witness 
List (apply to fix a day) 

Glamorgan Woollen & Tailoring Oo 
ldv Newman act pt hd 

Panuco Copper Co ld v Keswick 
act (not before June 10) 

The Charing Cross & Strand Elec- 
tricity Supply Corporation ld v 
Johnson & Hooper ld act 

Coop & Cold v Graham act 

Jackson v Ianson act 

James v Wallasey Urban District 
Council act (June 18, subject 
to pt hd) 

Jones v Flower 
claim 





act & counter 


Boizot v Haycock & Son 1d action 
without pleadings 

Wilborn v Harrogate Central Arcade 
Co ld_ motn to be treated as trial 
of action 

Livingstone v Richards 

London & Westminster Bank v 
= mo!n to go into Witness 

is 





Before Mr. Justice FarwE1u. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

Derbon v Collis (s o generally) 

In re Jenning’s Estate Lermitte v 
Plaskett (s o generally) 

In re Sullivan & Metropolitan Ry 
Acts & Lands Clauses Act, 1845 
pt ha 

Hayden v Ward three adjd sumns 
by defendants, dated respectively 
March 5, May 14 & May 14, 1900 

Same vSame adjd sumns by pltff, 
dated May 10, 1900 

In re Margaret Vickers, an infant 


In re the Matter of an Arbitration 
between the River Plate Construc- 
tion Co ld, James Capel & Co and 
Charles Bright and In the 
Matter of the Arbitration Act, 
1889 motn to set aside award— 
sumns to sell shares—discharge 
an order, March 25, 1901 
River Plate Construction Co v 
London and Brazilian Bank 
Bright v London & Brazilian 
Bank (motn to remit award dis- 
posed of, other matter stand over) 





Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
—_ v Isard 
v Abery 
The remaining Witness Actions 


are entered in the General List 
according to date of setting down. 


Further Considerations. 
In re Higdon Hooke v on fur 
con & adjd sumns pt h 
In re Hunt Leppard v a fur 
con & 4 adjd sumns pt hd (so 
generally) 
Moore v Moore 


Causes for Triai (with Witnesses). 
Alianza Co ld vLimbcke act & 3rd 
party notice (s o until return of 
Commission) 
Down v Lederer act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 
Main Colliery Co v Rural District 
Council of Neath act (pleadings 
to be delivered 


Westcott v Arnold act 
Pp iicict Counc” act (pleadings 
ict act (p. 8 
to be delivered) 


In re The Co’s Act, 1862 and In re 

Anglo-American Exchange 
ld (Howick’s case) motn entered 
in Witness List (day to be fixed) 

Llewelyn v Lord Swansea act (not 
before July 8) 

Naylor — v Naylor Leyland 
act (not before June 10) 

In re Broadhurst Gibson v Bayley 
— v Gibson act & counter- 

im 


Batcheller v Tunbridge Wells Gas 
Co act (pleading to be delivered) 

Fleming v Loe  couuter-claim 
(restored) 

McGillivray v The Anglo- Klondike 
age | Cold act (pleadings to 
be delivered 


) 
Spitzel v Chinese Corporation ld 
act 





Before Mr. Justice Buckuey. 
Adjourned Summons. 
In re Gurney Gurney v Gurney 
pt hd (s o until after report) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

White v Flude act 

Sutcliffe v Askwith act 

Sievier vCooper act 

Sturt vKelf act 

Ansonia Clock Co vy Gorton act 

In re Geen Geen v Geen act 

In re Wyatt Wyatt v Wyatt act 

Havens v Havens act and petn In 
re The Military Lands, &c, Act 
(expte Secretary of State for War) 
further hearing of petn to come 
on with act (by order) 

In re Torrence Campbell v Whish 
adjd sumns entered in witness 
list (by order) 

W H Chaplin & Cold v Vestry of 
St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields act 


without pleadi 

Keevil v thackatedte act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

Ackerman v_  Smallpiece act 
deft dead (s o by order) 

In re Brown Brown v Brown act 
and m fj (not to be heard before 
act in Probate Division disposed 


oO 

Moca v Papillon act (pleadings to 
be delivered 

Bexhill Urban District Council v 
Hotel Metropole, Bexhill-on-Sea, 
ld act for trial 

Williams v Ingram act (not to be 
in the paper for four weeks after 
hearing of ap or filing affi- 
davit, by order, Oct 29, 1900) 

In re John Lake & Son, id Bolitho 
& Co v John Lake & Son, ld 





uestion in act entered in witness 


it 
Urquhart v Newton act 
Green v Ellis act (s o for delivery 
Pilkington ¥ Beck act (pleadings 
mv act (pleadi 
to te delivered) ® 
Hicks v Hicks act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 
Rapkin v Blaiberg act 
International Bank of London Id y 
Rio de Janeiro Flour Mills, & ld 
act (stayed until depositions filed) 
Boussac v A W Gamageld act 
Adler v Joel act (so till 10 days 
after return of commiesion) 
Rigden v Hillsdon act & counter- 


claim 
= vLeon act (without plead- 


gs 

Lewis v Grimes act 

T A Gibb & Oo 1d v Livingston, 
Halton & Cold act & adjd sumns 

Attorney-Gen v County Council of 
Berkshire act 

Sach v Cottrell act (s o till after 
return of commission) 

Ieaacsv Todd act 

Attorney-Gen v Bell act 

L Allen & Co ld v Hough Sandys 
vL Allen & 0o ld (acts consoli- 
dated) 

The Welsbach Incandercent Light 
Co ld v Standard Incandescent 
Gas Light Cold act 

Great Western Railway Co v Talbot 


act 

Sawyer v Continental Water and 
Electrical Power Syndicate ld (in 
lidqnidation) act 

Koener v E Pinchin & Co act 
(without pleadings) 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses, &c. 
In reShaw Morgan v Mayer pt hd 
(s 0) 

Neville v Benjamin (s 0) 

In ~ a ess Trotter v Beechey 
(80 

Martin v Winby (s 0) : 

Sutherland v Halifax Commercial 
Banking Cold pt hd (s 0) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Eyton v Fergueson act &mfj 
Renniev Dracup act (Michaelmas 
sittings) 

Attorney-General v Birmingham, 
Tame, & Rea District Drainage 
Board act 


ac 

Coveney v Mayor, &c, of Colchester 
act (not before July 16) 

Harrisonv Gracie act and counter- 
claim (pltff bankrupt) 

Millbank v Millbank act (so to 
come on with aur act when ready) 

The Financial & General Syndicate 
Idv Gray act&mfj : 

In re Olark Olark v Foster adjd 
sumus entered in witness list _ 

De Burgh v Houston act (security 
ordered) 

British Motor Oo 1d v Ford act 
(not before July 16) 

Fearn v Nesbitt act 


In re Hill Shore v Hill act, 
countexclaim & uestion of 
liability of defts Hill & ant 


£ qnanien of liability of defts J 
& anr 


Orkin v South African (Orkin’s) 
Syndicate ld act 

Singer y ag Oo ld v The James 
coe ld act (pleadings to be 


Davies v Evans act 
London & North-Western Ry 0o ¥ 
Mayor, &c., of Westminster act 
In re Bird Wilkins v Bird aot (80 
until after representation granted) 
(Zo be continued.) 
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WARNING TO INTENDING oem poy ne AND tema wen -_ 
chasing or renting a house have the Sani Arrangemen: oroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an from The Sanitary 
Oo, (H. Carter, C.E., 


anager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee | 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 10.—Messrs, Fanzsroruer, Exiis, Eazrrox, B Gatswortay, & Co., at the 
se ores 0h peal foie ong he Bound, Sapo 
alg und ‘tle whole of Thanet pam in the set: 

Tung 10 Moue. . E Fosrin & Cuasrraco, at the Mart, at 2: Prosld Property near 
Tn tend, Sad os 0 . with all latest 





hold Residential of about 138 lands available for within 
a few minutes’ Mestrs. Philbrick & and 
Bower, Cotton. & Bower, both of London. of London pa Ge besten 
the Metropolitan Railway tne Central 
kets): Important Freehold » having a frontage of about 
172ft. to about 17,750 square feet, Solicitors, Messrs. 
Adams & Adams, and H. Garrard Clarke, Esq., both of London.—Chislehurst: Nine 
] and ee ee aT ne fee OES ys ame. 
is Messrs. ’ Messrs. Kennedy, ughes, 
Ponsonby, both of London, ap They, 2.) 
June 11.—Messrs. Dovaias Youne & Co., in a Marquee on the at 3 :—Tooting : 
ieei® Solici! poo Herrioon Toon London. (Geo ideeitionah tale ry} 
r, C. . . . 
June 11,—Messrs, Detver, Jonas, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: —K a: Rang BAS, 
Hill, on the a charmiag —— = 
the i House and Park, with well laid-out grounds of 4} acres ; 
held on q UR “ Nicholson, Patterson, & Freeland, 
London. 
June 12.—Messrs. Dovetas Youne & Co., Hi the Mart, at 2:—Stockwell: A Weekly 
House ; let at 16s. 6d. per Messrs. E."& H. Scott, London. 
£32 per annum. 


at 

on. Leasehold W: ; 

£83 perannum. Solicitor, Arthur Porter, Esq., Romford.—south Bulpervia Pent 
Py a £15. Solicitor, Herbert B. Bell, Esq., London. (Bee ad: 

June 12. Meter, wix Fox & Bovarreto, at the Mart, at 2:—Proshold Investments 
suitable for Trustees, compri seven houses a y-licensed 
house, sitaate on the south side of High Holbors ant’ in New Turastile ot Gate. 
street. Solicitors, . Payne, Sore Masienats, & Lake, Lonten.—tho waigne 
Freehold Property on the Surrey Hills known as Rockshaw ; 1} miles from Merstham 
Station, about 3} miles from and 4} miles from Reigate. Solicitor, John W. 
Sykes, Esq., London.—Grand Ju aterworks Co., £30000 New Gaital, in 
pt AE Td et Mesers. Bircham & Oo., London. (See 

June 13.—Mesars. Saeumnan Howe, Farmer, & Briocewarer, at the Mart, at 1:— 





:A in of about an about seven 
minutes’ walk from Station (G. f9 3; with possession. Messrs. 
Tarry, eye | n.—Crouch : A modern detached Family Residence, 
near to Orouch .\ ae Solicitor, A. F. Douglas, Esq., London. (See advertise- 

June 13.— Eeiesec Bouse @ Gn. he Winns on Oe Estate :—Clapham Park 
73 Freehold Building Sites; each has a Solicitors, Messrs. Phelps, 
Sedgwick, & Biddle, London. (See advertieemeats, this week, p. 5 ) 


June 13.—Messrs. Farrsroruer, Ex.is, Eozrtox, Breace, Garswortay, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2: : Freehold Property known as Ruselands 


tired from Cock-street, of about 1a. Ir, with possession. 
re an area . Tp.; 
—y Mesars. Sass & aye go Towa (Lang Leneohod In 
vesment): Shop Property, Nos. 3 aanum. 
, Messrs. Gaynes & = ‘om /Fhemes: A foeem 
beautifully situated on the ground western side of the river. in 
So ee ot = iin ae oe ~—, a 
Solicitor, Wm. C. Pannell, Esq. le 
June 13.—Mesars. C. C. & T. Moors, at the at 2 :—aldgate : ie week 
let on leas: at £150 perannum, Solicitor, 8 Eeq., London. —Walthamstew : 
Ten Plots of F: Building L: Solicitors, ‘orbes & Son, Londoa,— 
Hackney-road: Leasehold Houses; let at £141 per annum. Solicitor, J. Ashbridge, 
Esq., London,— : Pive Leasehold Houses and Shops; let at rents 
to £278 4s. per annum. Esq, 





Poplar tection. ounes (ene with cenit ihah ote es. aren 5 Bolictors, 
: ‘one 3 annum. 
Messrs Vaughan & Buss, London. — Homerton : ‘Two Freehold Houses; let 
£67 128, per annum Solicitor, J. L. Trafford, Esq, North Cheshize. — 
Seatios’ 5 4 Lesa Bess Beate ot OD oes conan. Bolicitor, James Briggs, 


Pp. 9). 
— B.W.:A 
at 2:—New Sing'e- teen, Diam, ~\ 


House, 
Also Three Lots of 
Co., (See odvertisem 
June 13.—Mesars. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 
Camberwell New-r Station and a 


week, p. 8.) 

RESULTS OF SALES. 
Reversions, Lire Poricizs, anp Gas Suares, 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrieip sueceeded ia the follo Lots at the 
Periodical Sale No. 692 at the Mart, £.C., on Thureday last. total of sale being 
£11,431 : 

REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-sixteenth of £6,525; life59 ... -— ws  «. Sold 200 
Absolute One-fifth of Freeholds, &c., producing £2,212 per annum ; 

LIFE INTEREST in £1,106 160. 14, Gonsols; lifes? 3. sO no 
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4ur directed 
E POLICIES : Ruopesian  Paceansrms, oe gape fi 
For £4,000; A ee ee ae ee ee a: heard on June 12. Birchall, 85, ad arch st, sor for petne > ae of ekg 
” ; Same life er eos awe ooo ave om re > must reach the hs ny myly m ay Coane of June 11 
~ ry 000: ae mans). <oee se a vee ce co - gy Rio Anrisa Lanp anp CatriE Co, yo ye required, on or before July 
» £1,000; ooo nee os ese on eos ose ooo oe 900 4, tosend their names and Ge pastinde of their debts or claims, to 
w £1,000; life’ ba -. + os a a) oes -» o» 1,206 | Henry Simpson, 125, igh Holbora. Doateken Darwen, solor to liquidator 
ani’ life 5 glean ps “ee cies be io 220 | — penne | = COA House Co, Linrrno—Creditors are . ae or before 
| Ns names an the partic t laims, 
97 Ten per Cent. peste eeapes in West ame Gas Co. of £5 to Joseph Burton, 31, High st, Runcorn nits ta i 
each, fully paid .., ese ee ry) 936 Uxtimirep in CHanorry. 


Mesars. C. C, & T. Moore, at the Mart, on Suake, sold the Copybold Shop, No. 75, 
Whitechapel-road, for £2710, which is nearly 34 yeate’ purchase of the rental (£80 per 
a the two adjoining s » £3,190; Boven Freehold Shops in Lower Chapman- 

‘8, £3,150. O' er Lots in Stepney, Stoke Newington, and Bow foought 
tne total to £14,225, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Gazette.—Fripay, May 31. 
Joint” STOCK COMPANTES. 
Luoorep tn CHANCERY. 


} 
4Anoro-Amenioan Excnancr, Lunten—Creditors are required, on or before July 1. to | 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of t their debts or claims, to Alfred | 
Thomas Child, 16, Fore st avenue 


British America Corroration. Limirzp—Petn for winding up, presented May 28, directed 
to be heard 


on June 12. Smith, 43, Coleman st, solor for petmers. Notice of appearing 


must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afteraoon of June 11 





| Miz Enp peo Town Bawor AND 8aLe Mvrvat Buitpine Society (1x Liquipatiox)— 
Cred: , on or before Monday, July 1, to send their names and addresses, 
and the sostionions of ae debts or claims, to ohn Charlies Alton, Wardrobe chmbrs, 
1464, Queen Vi st. Myers, 25, Wormwood st, Old Broad st, solor for liquidator 
County PALATINE oF LANCASTER. 
Unionred in CHanozry. 


Liv — OoL New Catrize Soanae Co—Creditors are required, on or before Saturday, June 


15, to send th 
William David 


liquidator 


their nameg a: dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
rid Shimmin, 50a, Lord st, Liverpool. Yates & Co, Liverpool, solors to 


azette.—Turspay, June 4 
Joint STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mu CHancery. 
BorastTon Brorsers, Limirep (in Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before July 
)1, to send their names and addresses, and the s of theie debts or ims, to 
Z ames ae Edwards, 28, Temple row, Birmingham. Smith, Birmingham, solor for 
liquidator 
GresHam TrapE anv Finance Co, Limrep—Petn for winding up, presented bee A 30, 








names dresses, and the 


86, Leadenhall st and John Rob’ 


CaTamanca SynpicaTE, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send their 
rticulars of th-ir debts or claims, to Edgar Learoyd, 

1 Rie Whamond. 3, Crowa ct. Old Broad st 

a Teen Kent & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required on or before July 6, to send their 

1a and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Wil-oa, 


yd, Cannon st, soloors for 





if ai Hoos st, Strand Thomson & Th la, A 






































































Tyne, solors for liquidator 


if 31, Osborne rd, Oldham. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
lat London Gazette.—Faipay, May 81, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Axsgit, Tuomas Samuet, Barrow on_ Soar, 
+ ie 7 Warehouseman Leicester Pet May 25 Ord 
assem, Joun Hampson, Southsea, Hants, Commission 
if Agent "High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 28 
i Buresrorp, the Honourable Rozert, ” paoeaae gdns High 
tie Court Pet March 18 Ord May 28 
Ha Brack, Wiii1am Gorpox, Mitre court, Temple, Money 
iw Lender High Court Pet May2 Ord May 28 
1 Busse, Ricnarp, Holborn, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet og? May 28 
Darwenst, WittiAM Henry, Manchester, Merchant Man- 
i chester Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
i Devry, Waiter Epwarp, ~—_ Hill, Glos, Coachbuilder 
198 Bristol Pet May 25 Ord M y 26 
Hs | Dvuerpen, Joay, Eccles, Lancs, Builder Salford Pet May 
if 25 Ord May 25 
} Epmonps, eaiecer Tuomas, =< -4 Confectioner 
\q Birmingham Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
H Epwakrps, Wituiam, Pontypridd, Timber Merchant Ponty- 
it pridd Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Evans, Evay, A , Glam, Haulier Aberdare Pet 
May 29 Ord May 
Gairritus, Evan, Linnaissilio, Pembroke, Cooper Pembroke 
Dock Pet May 25 Ord May 25 





Bangor Pet May 28 Ord Msy 28 
ass eee, Long Eaton, ap Lace Manufacturer 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 





Newport, Mon Pet May 23 Ord M 

Kina. Grorer. Forest a Essex, Gillie High Court 
Pet May May 29 

Kinepoyx, ALFRED Ly i, Torquay, Cycle Agent Exeter 
Pet May 23 Ord Ma 

Kuicut, Gzorcr uae. _, rom av, Streatham Hill, 
bn greg Traveller Wandsworth Pet May 29 


May 29 
Leacu, Groraz, St. pate rd, Tottenham High Court 
Pet Msy7 Ord May 29 
Marsa, ae ‘eur. Kent, Builder Canterbury Pet 


May Ord 
ie 4 Hs, Romford rd, Essex, Draper High Court 
Pet May 18 Ord May 29 
Morpsnern, Maveice, Casing Town, Grocer High Court | 
Pet May9 Ora May 29 
Mowns, Witiiam. =. I of W, Butcher 
Pet May 25 Ord May 
Prancey. Ricuagrp p Soon Feith at. Soho, Poulterer 
Court Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Pow, Freprricxk,. Compton Daxdo, Somerset Farmer's 
Wells Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Ramszy, Joux, Hounslow, Dairyman Srentford Pet 
April 25 Ord May 24 
— - Berry, Lower Hopton, a Coal Miner 
Dewsbury Pet May 26 Ord May 
Suears, Ernest, Totton, . aaeeaee Southampton 
Pet May 28 Ord May 
Svepey, Bensamin, Pade, Yorks, Builder Bradford 
Pet’ May 26 Ord May 25 
Taackray, Frepenicox Bayuiss, Zantioghan, Builder 
borough Pet May 29 Ord Ma 
Waker, Joserx Huan, Cheadle, Cabinet Maker 
Lg Trent Pet May 25 Ord 
WILErns —— Tom, Llandrindod Well, Radnor 
Cogehbuilder Newtown Pet May 25 Ord May 25 








ii! Nostsers Wive anv Spreit Co, Limirep - Creditors are required, on or before July 12, 
\s to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
j Cockburn, 7, Collingwood st, Newcastle on Tyne. Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on 


i Pusyic Travinc Co. Liunren—Creditors are required, on or before July 13, to send in 
{i their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the Liquidatora, 
Booth & Sons, Oldham, solors for liquidators 


Leicester. | 


4 Harpman, Grorce Ritson, Calwya i Denbigh, Painter | 


Harr ge Hastings, Poulte er Hastings Pet | 

pe... Sowen 3 Ne . Mon, Licensed Victualler New- 
po on Pet y 29 Ord May 29 

Jongs, Wii.1am, Coleford, Glos, eid Under Manager 


for liquidator 


on or before Jul: 
or claims, to F. 


16, to 


Lombard st 








| bebe ‘Wituiam Herseat, Guildford, Grocer Guild- 
| ford Pet Ma 


y 29 Ord May 29 
Amended eotie substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 17: 
Symonps, Grorce Henry, Hetton le sad Durham, Miner 
Durham Pet May14 Ord May 
Amended notice substituled a pena in 
the London Gazette of May 
Krioxs, Witi1am James, "st Just, phy Artist Truro 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anprews, CLEMENT, Finsbury pavement, House Agent 
June 7at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Bartuert, Sir Evuis AsHmeap, St — st, Piccadilly 


June 11 at 11 Bankru; ee d Des Nagy dow — on | 
une 10 at 12 


Bares, Artuvr, Halif ax. W 
c, To 


Bese, dace, Veceuth, Plumber June 7 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, 6, A eum ter. Plymouth 


Biacesury, Joxnx, Middlesborough, Yorks, Blacksmith | 


June 14 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Boyrp, Danre., Outer Temple, Strand June 7 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
CuERRy, he Tomas, Usbridge, Corn Factor 
at 8 


ConEn, REUBEN, mi Ae rd. Chelsea, Tobacconist June 7 | 


at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cortyox, Hznry Joy, ten upon Hull, Shorthand 
Writer June 7 at 11 


Hu! 

Eben, Gzorcz, Wolverhampton, Foreman June 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

G@tappEN, Epcar Mansrieip, Reading, Hairdresser June 
13at12 Queen’s Hotel, 


Reading 
Grace, Joun Wittiam, Steeple Aston, Oxford, Grocer | 


June 7 at12 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Henpenson, ARTHUR SETON. Winterborne Yelstone, Dorset, 
Baker June7at2 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Hicks, Davin, Lytchett Minster, Dorset, Market Gardener 
June 7at1 Off Rec, Salisb 
Howe, James, Stockton on Tees. Commercial Traveller 
June i2at3 Off Rec, 3 Albert rd, Middlesborougb. 
Ke.ty, James, Merthyr ‘Tydfl, Labourer June 7 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


| Kixcpox, ALFRED Witiiam, Torquay, Cycle aout June 
Bedf Exct 


| Law. Samvet, Tonbridge. Kent. Ref: 


Newport | 
High | 








| VENN, ay Coventry, 


20 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13 ‘ord cir, 
ii, Keeper 


June 7 at2 Angel Hotel, Lg me Kent 


ae . " Northumberland av, Financial Agent June 11 
at Bankruptcy b! 
wanes Freprricx, Uxbridge, ‘Dealer June 7 at 3) 


95, Temp'e chmbrs, Temple av 

| NicHoLt s, Richarp James, Devonport, Carpenter June 7 
atll Off Rec, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

| PRimmer, Epwarp GEORGE, Poole, Tailor June 7 at 12 30 
Off Rec, Salisbury 

Sticktanp, Watrer Jouy, Portland, Dorset, Confectioner 
June 7 at 1.30 Off Rec, Endless st. Salisbury 

Symonps, Grorce Henry, n Hetion-l-Hole ~ Miner 
Juoe 7 at 12 Off Rec, 25, John st. land 

— Tuomas, 8t Ano 8 ‘villas, Hulland Park June 12 
at230 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 


—, Peaaeie. Wolverham Fishmonger June 11 | 
atli Off Rec, Wolv. Stentne 


Usuxr, ‘Deas Lortvs Suesteman. CiySestete mansions, 
Bayswater June 12 at 11 pa bldgs fe st 


ictualler Tene 7 at 12, 
17, Hertford st, begs A 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
F J ome Onmingten, W Won wth, Dairyman 
‘oRD, JoHN CHARLES, on, Weymou: 
‘Amended notices substituted for those Yoon in the 


f May 
Cane, James Henry, Hove, ped, Aa May 31 at 11 
Off Reo, Pavilion bldge, Brighton 





June 12 | 


Off Ree, Trinity House In, | 


| Kay, Jonn Warson, 


Girected to be heard on June 12. Brown & Aylen, 2, Gresham blogs, Basinghall st, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the qhovecaned & 
o’clock in the afternoon of June 11 

O.pHaM and Disrrict MingRat Water Co, Limvren—Creditors are required, on or before 
S:turJay, July 20, to send their names and ad 


not later than 6 


dresses, and the particulars of their debts 


or claims, to John George Mellodew, 89, Union st, Oldham. Sixsmith, Oldham, solor 


SourH Waves anp MonmovutusnirE Mutoscorg Co, Limitrep—Creditors are r 
their names and 


. and the particulars of their abe 


. Kendall, 40, Exchange bldgs, Cardiff 
Seure WESTERN OF VENEZUELA 
Liquipario‘)—Creditors are required, on or 

addresses, and the particulars of their debts 


(BagguisimeTo) Raritway Co, Lumrep (1x Vorunrary 
efore July 1, to send their names and 


and claims, to Harold Burton Milne, 3, 


Kicks, Wittiam James, 8t Just, Cornwall, Artist June 3 
at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Traro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Tuomas Sauvet, Barrow on Soar, Leicester, 
Pet May 25 Ord 


ABELL, 
Hosiery Warehouseman Leicster 
May 25 


y 
Anprews, CLEMENT, Finsbury eyremest, House Agent 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord May 25 
| Bowpircu, Joserxh Durpenx, Upwey, Baker Dorchester 
Pet May2 Ord May 25 
Couen, REUBEN, aay Tobacconist High Court Pet 
| April 25 Ord May 
Coote Davin, Sudbury -wanene Builder Colchester Pet 
April 24 Ord May 
DARWENT, east . Urmston, Mexchant 
| Manchester Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Day. Watter Cuirrorp, Bartholomew close, Collar 
| Manufacturer High Court Pet April 92 Ord May % 
Dormer, Epwarp Henrys, Wetherby pl, com Kensington 
| High Court Pet Ma ch16 Ord May 


| DuERDEN, Jonny, ne Lanes, Builder Yealford Pet May 
| 25 Ord May 25 
Epwakrps, Witu1am, Pontypridd, pang Timber Merchant 
} Pontypridd Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Extprep, Tuomas Witu1am, Upper Clapton, Shirt Dresser 
| igh Court Pet Aprii4 Ord May 23 
Evans, Evan, Aberda lam, Haulier Aberdare Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 { 
| GoopLirrz, WALTER, esting, Florist Brighton Pet 
May10 Ord May 25 
Guirritus, Evay, Llandissilio, yy Cooper Pem- 
broke Dock Pet May 25 ‘Ord May 
Harpman, Grorce Ritsoy, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Painter 
Bangor Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
| Harpy, Grores, Long Eaton, Derbys, Lace Manufacturer 
Long Eaton Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Hopason, Freperick Jouy, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
May 13 May 24 
West Hampstead, Leather Merchant 
Pet May 1 Ord May 23 
Jonzs, Lewis, Newport, Mon, Lisensed Victualler New- 
port, Mon Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Jones, Wittiam, Coleford, Glos, Colliery on Manager 
Newpors. Mon Pet May 22 Ord May 
ine, Lancs, ‘gricairal Engineer 
Burnley Pet April24 Ord May 25 
Kina Grorce, Forest Gate, Essex, Carver High Court 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 


KixGpon, ALFRED WILLIAM. ~ aaa Cycle Agent Exetér 
Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


Jacosy, Gustav, 
Court 


| Kuicut, @zorce Bixrietp, Amesbury av, Streatham Hill, 
Commercial 


Traveller Wandsworth Pet May 29 Ord 


May 29 

Liarpet, Joun Evetyy, See rd, Engineer High 
Court Pet Novi6 Ord 

Manns, WILLIAM, soaiown, Butcher Newport Pet May 
25 Ord May 

Marsu, tte _ Kent, Builder Canterbury Pe’ 
May 24 Ord May 24 

Moon, ALFRED EDwvn, Benioghem, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet May 9 Ord Ma 








Mokrzey, WiLt1aM Hoentord, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet May 20 Ord May 
Morpnuy, Berreau Pa a JosEPu Finyistone O'NEILL, 
oy — Palacerd High Court Pet April12 Ura 
y 26 
| Newman, Jonn Spencer, Gt Yermeuth, Florist Gt Yar- 
| mouth Pet May 22 Ord Ma 
| Pasnew, Bicnarp Joxy, i 
tant High Court Pet May 23 Ord May 29 
on Dando, So ta, 
Wells May 29 Ord May 29 
| Berry, Lower Hopton, Mirfield, Coal Miner 
Dewsbury Pet May 25 May 25 





I 

Nowe, Wat 
May 31 

Jioon, Cat 

h 

Event, Al 


Miewtineat 
Leicester 


Auditors : 


Apr 
Mor 

r 
Vi 


















OI, 








cted to be 
“pearing 
sim July 

ms, to 


or before 
or claims, 


DATION)— 
addresses, 


» Solors to 


pfore July 
claims, to 
\» 80lor for 
| May 30, 
nghall st, 
ter than 6 
or before 
reir debts 
am, 


requir 
heir aby 


ILUNTARY 


umes and 
Milne, 3, 


; Junes 


eicester, 
725 Ord 


Agent 
orchester 
yurt Pet 
ster Pet 
Mer chant 
1 May 25 
nsington 
Pet May 
Merchant 
; Dresser 
are Pet 
ton Pet 
r Pem- 
Painter 
facturer 
iff Pet 
[erchant 
r New- 
fanager 
ingineer 
1 Court 
Exetér 


m Hill, 
29 «Ord 


> High 
t May 
ry Pe: 
ingham 
imsford 


Negi, 
12 Ura 


+t Yar- 
lterer’s 


Longer 
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fuovex, BENJAMIN, toto, Yorks, Builder Bradford 
enh near Ba EH — Builde 
oxRAY, EDERICK Bayuiss, Hun t 
Teeterborough Pet May 29 Ord Ma: 

Cartes ALBERT, and > Ade MitTcHE.L, 
Mason’s av, 
Court Pets 

Yaur, Joun, Coreemed, Staats 
May 24 Ord Ma iy 2 

Wiixer, Joserx Huan, Cheadle, ~y> Cabinet Maker 
Stoke uj — Pet May 25 Ord Ma 

Wauams, Wittram Heppert, ee Sone Guild- 
ford Pet May 29 

a <7 Brockley ” Fiigh Court Pet March 5 
Or 





Gazette. ae June 4, 
RECEIVING O 

Beoxitt, Janz, Liverpool, Boot D Dealer Liverpool Pet 
May louse, Wisbech Bt Peter, Cambe, 
x, THOMAS, ’ Auctioneer 

Beings Lynn Pet May 31 Ord May 21 

BasuzrKAmP, CORNELIUS ARNOLDIUS. Mitcham, Basket 
Manufacturer High Court Pet May 81 Ord May 81 

Boruzs, Henry Witi1am, Margate, yer Canter- 
bury Pet May 16 Ord May 30 

(asawaTon, Witt1aM, and ArrHur Cargincrox, Royston, 

Builders Cambridge Pet May = Ord May 31 

(mais, rr GEORGE, ime ocer Wands- 
worth Pet May 30 Ort Ma 

CuaBiTY, ‘acre on Builder Leicester. Pet 
Janel Ord June x 

(ouyer, Herpert Anruur, Wimbledon, Clerk Kingston, 
surrey Pet May 31 y 

Gane. | are Bradford, Slater Bradford Pet May 
30 May 

ee ot Cranbrook, Kent Hastings Pet May 

Davy, SaMvEL "Teermn, Benenson, Labourer Sheffield 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Dicxrson, ey ae, Confectioner Halifax 
Pet May 30 Ord May 

Sila Teese, ook Gaonen Dunwop, Newcastle 
Grocers Newcastle on Tyne Pet A 29 Ord Ma = 

Powanvs, ALFRED, Chelmsford, Coal Dealer Chelmsford 

Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
rag, ay Piccadilly High Court Pet May 8 Ord 


Gapeoes, Freperick Cuarves, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, 
— Victualler King’s Lynn Pet May 81 Ord 
y 


GoupentT, WALTER, Bre, I of W, Printer Newport and 
Pet May 26 Ord June 1 

Seo E.izasetu, Coventry Coventry Pet May 

Hovsman, loan 8t ae Cornw: Tail 

—7 Ue, pearbore we lo - 
WE, WALTER, &carboro’ er Scarboro' 

5c -t ot ealaporinetae 

jos, CuHantes Tuomas, Huntingdon, Saddler Pe ter- 
borough Pet May 30° Ord May 30° . 

Kvont, ALFRED Henry, Wimbledon, Watchmaker 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Junel Ord Junel 

NuTixGaLE, Basit James, jaouiogian, Warwick, Artist 
Leicester Pet May 31 Ord May 

Rostrts, Axoysius, Liv , Merch sat’ Clerk Liver- 
pool Pet May 31 O May 


Denes, teen, Se Junellat12.30 24, 
Breesro ao, de Hoo, Svan, adognn gn June 13 at 


12 

Buack, Wnasae Gorpon, Mitre ct, Oe ad Lender 

June 18 at 2.30 Bankruptoy vidgs, 

Buair, Epuunp, Carlisie, Licensed bende June 12 at 
2 Off Rec, 34, Carlisle 


1 Fisher st, 
= Watrer, wey Grocer’s Assistant June 
12 at Off Ree, 4, Lig Lah Te 
sean CoRNELius Agnotpius, Mitcham, 
Manafacturer Jane 11 at 12 Bankruptcy ee 


Carey st 

Brime.e, SYDNEY Jaman, Bristol June l2at 12 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 

——- i Hvau, Bristol, Confectioner June 12 at 


Baldwin st, Bristol 
ear a Holbora, ioensed Victualler June 14 


st 

Butter, Henry WILLIAM, ween Bricklayer June 13 
at 930 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Currr, Marra, and Marra Grirritus, Smethwick, Staffs, 
Fancy Drapers Jane 14 at 12 174, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Coomper, ple sEN, Streatham, Bailder June 12 at 
11.80 24, Raiiway app, London Brid 

CrastTrez, Water, Bradford, Slater Junel3at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, 

Crisrorp, Geroace, Cranbrook, Kent June 11 at 33) 
County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, 

Deay, Freperiok HMeRpEat, Oxpaaten , Pianoforte 

aler June 12 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Drury, Water Epw Ay" p, Grape iil, Glos, Coachbuilder 
June 12 at 12 30 ldwin st, Sristol 

Fioop, SyYLvEsTER ba ARD, Bristol, Fruit Merchan' 
June 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Ger, Gronce, Handsworth. . Staffs, Builder June 12 at 11 
174, Cor; st, Birmiogham 

Grirriras, Evan, Liandissilio, Pembroke, Cooper June 
21 at12 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 





June 12 at 12 








 — ALFRED Hesry. Tiford see, Carman Chelms- 
Pet May 31 Ord May 3 
— AtrRep GrorGE, Donley Heath, Kent Rechester 

Pet April Ord May 30 
fra, AuaN Wry.ipsorz Boswortu, Devonport, Lieu- 

tenant RN Plymouth Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
Seexcetey, Soorr Witiiam, Bedford, Commercial 
a ye = Gumbo Ord June 1 

as, WARD Ivey, me, Ci rocer 
Ry te he 

cY, sans Queen’ 

Court Pet NovS Ord May 30° Tat oe 
Waierrs, Joum, , Birminghat, Clerk Birmingham Pet 
oo ) rd, 8t Joh Wi 

L, SaRAn, oun ohn’ 
Cours’ Pet May6 Ord May 30 oe 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avett, Tuomas SamugL, Barrow-on-Soar, Hosiery Ware- 
— June 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge at, 
r 


Arransury, Joun Hampson, Southsea, Hants, 





Commissio: 
Agent June ing 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st . 


Harpman, Georce Ritson, Col: Bay, Denbigh, Painter 
' Hotel. ¢ Coiwyn ar” ‘ 
Be et bane tan 
Howe, Water, Scarborough, Baker June 11 at 2.30 74, 
Ne h, Scarborough . 


Jenkins, WaiTLock Davip Cxomas, Nottingham, Cashier 
June 12 at12 Off Rec, Newport, Monmouth 

Jouyxs, James, Upper footing June 12 “at 12.80 24, 
Railway app. don Bridge 

Krixe, Grorce, Forest Gate, Essex, Gilder June 12 at 12 


Sexton, Berry, Lower Mirfield, Yorks, Coal 
Miner June 13 at 11 Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Guano, Gaenee Gascen Bae Kent June 17 at 

Sundae, Bnet - pe June 12 at 

i, JouN FRAN i, High, Bou sq, Surgeon June 13 
ati2 Bankruptcy Carey st 

Beane BENJAMIN, —_ Yorks, Builder June 19 at 11 


8 
View Taouas, Norfolk ‘st, Strand, Engineer June 17 


Carey st 
Warne, Isaac, Staffs, Lock Manufacturer 
June l4ati? Off Rec, Wol 
Waiywaicut, Txomas Barrzy, Pt 
Manager June 11 at 230 6, Athencoum ter, 
Witxins, Frepericx Tom, a — ’ 
Coachbuilder Juoe 19 at 11.30 High st, — 
Woop ey, Rosert Bevit, Liverpool, 1. ipobesconist une 12 


at12 Off Rec. 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Yeavon, Euiza E.iex, Bournemouth, Loiging vars 

Keeper June 11 at 13:80 Off Endless st, 

ADJUDICATIO; 

Becxirt, —, Boot Liverpool Pet 
May 31 

Berry, Inouee Wi Wisbech St Peter, Cuataiton, Auctioneer 
King’s Lynn Pet May 3t Ord May 31 

Brunski.u, Joun Sreruey, London wall, Mining Agent 
High Court Pet March 28 Ord May 81 . 

Canuixn, Samuet Cuxaries, Brownhills, Staffs, Grocer 
Waleall Pet May 10 Ord May 30 


Cagrinctox, WILLIAM, and Arruur CARRINGTON, 
Herts, Builders VUambridge . May i Ft Ord 


June i Ord Juvel 
Guam, Heeseat o. doom, satiidin, Clerk Kingston, 


Surrey Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Gaeee Wsuren, Bradford, Slater Bradford Pet May 

Crisrorp, Grorcr, Cranbrook, Kent Hastings Pet May 
30 Ord May 30 

Daveses, = P M, Newcastle on Tyne, Firebrick Exporter 
digh Court Pet March 23 Ord May 28 

Davy, 5amvew Foster, Doncaster, Labourer Sheffield Pet 
May 8t Ord May 31 

Dicxiyson, CurisTiaNa, Halifax, Confectioner Halifax 
Pet May 80 Ord May 30 

Drury, ey ae staple Hi Hill, Glos, Coachbuilder 
Bristol 

Dunwop, Many L~ bs Dusior, Ne hae macr oy 
Grocers Newcastleon Tyne Pet = he 3) ) 

Eowanros, ALrrep, Chelmsford, Seat Dealer 

Pet May 31 Ord May 31 





Bantruptcy bidgs, st 

Lavars, Tuomas Geyry, Clifton, Bristol, Tailor June 12 
at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

LEEca, nn Epwarp, Tottenham June 14 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy blags, Carey at 

Lovey, ane, Peeaenl. Baker June ll ati11.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Maazsu, eau. A yey. SD uilder June l3at9 Off 

, 68, Castle 


terbury 

Martix, ‘i Houtton, 4 Davenham, Baker June 
13 at 2 Hotel, Cre’ 

Mavor, ALrrep, Whitehall Cb, Whitehall Junell at 11 


Bankruptcy 
Meerxins, ALGERNON, ae Butts, Licensed Victualler 
ankru db! Carey st 


June 12 at we B 
are Se ae rd rd, Essex, Seceer June 12 at 
2.30 Bankr tey bidgs, Carey st 
Mownpsaein, Marnier, Barking rd, Grocer June 17 at 11 


Carey st 
Moore, Wittiam, Lye, Worcester, Builder June 13 at3 
W 8 Mobberley, h st, Stourbridge, Solicitor 
ee ae ‘Rocnford, Essex, Builder June l14at3 
96, femple chmbrs, Temple av 
Desment Tuomas, Lye, Worcester, Painter J pee! » at 315 
Mod! h at, Stourbridge, So! 
Percival, Frep, Noi wich, Grocer egy 13 at 230 


Royal 

Ponso, — = Sones, Abert ol, rd, _— Park June 17 
at 1 

Pow. th Dando, nn Farmer's 
— ouree June 12 at 12.45 Off Reo, Baldwin st, 

Rains, ARTHUR, 


Agar st, Estate Agent June 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Roprxson, ArTHuR, Crewe, Forgeman June 13 at 3 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Sarrer, Max, rd, Mantle Manufacturer June 
19at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








Gaiaes, Manx, ‘oodford, Essex, Grocer High Court 
Pet 19 Ord May 381 - 
Hawes, Emanvgt, , Poulterer Hastings Pet 


May 28 Ord ‘May 30 
Horsox Fy yo £.1zaseru, Coventry Coventry Pet May 


3 

Housman, Joun | St Austell, Tailor Truro Pet 
June't Ord June 1 

Howe, Wares, Scarborough, Baker Scarborough Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 

Jam. " Cmantas Tomas, Saddler Pe'er- 


Pet May 30 Ord Ma) 
commu Carre, Cleveland row, “he J James’s High Court 


rch 5 Ord May 31 
Lzsca, Grorez Epwarp, High Court Pet 
May7 Ord June t 
Leouneaen, Joan Gateshead, Printer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet April 1 Ord May 31 
NeEnEmAS, ALFRED, Cheapside, Commission Agent High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord aay 29 
NicHTINGALE, Bast JaMEs, Warwick, Artist 


Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


Ramszy, Jony, . yh Dairyman Brentford Pet 

April 25 Ord 
Sarno, | ALTaRD x 31 'Ord May 31 
Commercial 


Spencetey, Scorr 
Traveller Bedford 


TayLor, > Stowmarke 
Pet May18 Ord a oe 31 

—— bet ania, Lanes, Grocer Liverpool Pet 

Suman Epwarp Svaee Copheme, Cornwall, Grocer Truro 
Pet June1 Ord Junel 

Witerts, Jouy, Clerk Birmingham Pet 
May 20 Ord May 30 


ILLIAM, Bed 
Pet J 1 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


3s&, CORNHILI LONDON, FB.-C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,3265. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WALTER MURRAY GUTHRIE, Esq., M.P. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


QUINTIN H . 2 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS \° 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Auditors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Esq. (Mears, Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


. Mone 


upon. 


received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. All 


unications upon this subject to be addressed to the Manager. 
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MARINE AND GENERAL 
MUTUAL LIFE OFFICE. 


All Policies taken out prior to 1857 have now 
been DOUBLED by Bonus. 


Heao Orc: 14, LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON. 











G S CO. — OPENING OF THE | THE 
ee id. SEASON. | NEW PALACE STEAMERS (Ltd.). 


REDUCED FARES 
SOUTHEND, MARGATE, and RAMSGATE, ROYAL SOVEREIGN. 


trom LONDON BRIDGE WHANE owe Fridays excepted 
rom . at 9.10 am, calling | 
at Greenwich, Woolwich (South). and Tilbury Piers, ss Srey Sees y baat , 
THIS DAY and TO-MORRUW (Sunday). 
Fares (Saloon, return to July 12) : 
Margate or Ramagate .................:0000. 8s. 6d. 
Fares train _—— Fenchurch-str et Station at 10 15 a.m. 
oTe.—The Daily Service will comm: turd ° 
55, Great Tower-street, E C. asalceeer a taaainiceedl 


to 
MARGATE and RAMSGATE. 





T. E. BARLOW, Director and Manager, 50, King 
William-street, E.C. : 





LA MARGUERITE, on and after JUNE 26. 





Solicitors’ Journal & Weekly Reporter. 








The General Contents of the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL comprises Ovrrent Topics; 
Leapine Arrticizs ; Reports or Oases or THR Week (furnished by Barristers in the various Courts) ; 
Reviews or N Ew Law Books ; CorresponpENcE ON Matrers or ProrgsstonaL InterEst; New Ruies 
anp Orpers, with explanations of their effect; Pznpinc LecrstaTion ; Lecisuation or THE YRAR ; 
APPOINTMENTS AND OniTvaRy ; Rerorts or MEETINGS AND ProceEpines or Law Soctertss; GaAzETTEs, 
&c.; Summary of the Legal News of the Week; and epecial attention is bestowed on furnishing 
early copies of all New Rules, Orders, and Court Papers. 


The WEEKLY REPORTER contains full reports of the facts, arguments, and judgments in 
all the important cases decided in the House of Lords, the Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, each 
of the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of Bankruptcy. Every effort is made to publish 
the reports as speedily after the decision of a care as possible. Subscribers to the WeEKLy RErorTER 
receive a copy of the Annual Digest, and a copy of all the important Statutes of the year. 





NEW VOLUMES COMMENCED ON NOVEMBER 4tu, 1899 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 





SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 52s.; post-free, Single 
Number, Is. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s.; Country, 28s ; Foreign, 30s, 4d.; Single Number, 64. 
WEEELY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s.; Country or Foreign, 28s. ; Single Number, 64. 





ORDER FORM. 





1900. 





Please send the Soricitors’ Journay and Weekty Reporter from. ~~~ 


until countermanded, I enclose cheque for , my Subscription 





fer ______.___. woth, 











The Jounwat and Reporter can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current vol can be suppli 


HORSE INSURANCE. 
CARRIAGE ACCIDENTS, 
DRIVERS’ ACCIDENTS, 


IMPERIAL ACCIDENT, LIVE STOCK & GENERAL 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
EstTasuisHEp 1878. 


Head Offices: 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W. 
Horses insured against Death from Accident & Disease 
insured by Collisi 


Bolting, or Kicking of the Horses, or + Run Into. 
Employers insured egulnnt Drivers’ A te to Per- 
sons Property of Third Persons, Llisions, 
Carelessness of Drivers, Horses Bolting, Ticking, &e. 
CLAIMS PAID exceed £200,000. 
&c., sent post-free on lication. 
AGENTS REQUIRED. B. 8. BOBEX, 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, 
WANSTEAD. 


Patron—His Masesty THe Kina, 
Bankers—Messrs, W1Li1ams, Deacon, & Co. 
Institution—founded in 1827—requires £18,000 per 
annum to maintain the 600 children—o of persons 
once in a fair position—which it benefits zone by year. 

Annual Subscriptions from Half-a-Gu' , or Life Sub- 
sacri: from Five Guineas, entitle the donors to vote at 
all Klections. 

uests of £100 and upwards entitle the Executors to 
Life Votes. A. HARDING GREEN, Secretary. 
Offices : 63, Ludgate-hill, B.C. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E, 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


BaiGHTON GRAND HOTEL.—Centre of 

splendid sea front; electric light throughout; lift ts 
all floors; sea water swimming bath ; iaclusive terms (if 
desired) from 19s. daily or 3} guineas weekly.—For further 
particulars apply to ManaceEr. 














Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 


THE IMPERIAL tnsvrance company 
umurrep, FIRE. 

Established 1803, 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 


Chancery-lane, W.C 


Subscribed tal, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Funds over £1,500,000. 


£E. COZENS SMITH, Gezeral Manager. 


ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.1.M.E, 

M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Office 

36, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob 

tained and effected in all parts of th 

World. conducted. Opinions and Searcha 
as to novelty. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTED, 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paruramentary Bitis, Mixvres or Evipence, Books 0 
Reresenck, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answens, &c., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLE7S, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work 
Every description of Printing. 








Printers of THE SOLIOITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTS 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDOR, Et 


FIRST-RATE BOARDING HOUSE, 


36, GOWER STREET, W.C. 





A Gentleman has a few Vacancies for Men. Boat 
whole or partial, at Moderate Prices. 





Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. Vituzrs. : 27, Chancery-lane, W.9. 





Address, PROPRIETOR, 
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